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Abstract 
It has been argued that trust is a moral value inherent in all relationships, however 
the moral obligation to keep trust is stronger in close relationships than in 
contractual type relationships. This study examined the effects of breach of trust for 
two crimes (rape and theft) occurring within two types of relationships (social 
relationship and employer-employee relationship). Trust was demonstrated by the 
victim agreeing to the offender entering her property because of his position 
(husband or lawnmower man). A second independent variable was victim risk which 
was manipulated by the victim either inviting the offender inside the house, or not. 
Participant gender was also included in the analysis. Participants were asked to 
assign a sentence for the offender and to write down what factors they took into 
consideration when making their judgement. Participants were 168 members of the 
community and were contacted using a snowballing technique. There were eight 
experimental conditions, four in the rape condition -husband/invited (11 male, 10 
female), husband/not invited (10 male, 10 female), employee/invited (II male, 10 
female), employee/not invited (II male, I 0 female), and four in the theft condition -
husband/invited (I I male, II female), husband/not invited (I I male, I I female), 
employee/invited (I 0 male, 10 female), and employee/not invited (II male, I 0 
female). Assignment to each group was through random distribution of vignettes. 
Two ANOV As were perfonned, one for rape and one for theft. Sentences assigned to 
the husband were significantly lower than sentences assigned to the employee for 
both rape (husband M = 5.31, employee M = 10.77) and theft (husband M = 0.44, 
employee M 1.22). There was no difference in sentence assigned for rape or theft 
when the offender was invited inside or when he entered uninvited. Participant 
gender made no difference to sentence assignr.d for either the husband or the 
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employee. Qualitative data suggested that participants acknowledged the breach of 
trust when the offender was an employee, however, few participants mentioned 
breach of trust by the husband. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
The Role of Trust and the Victim-Offender Relationship 
Trust is said to be a basic variable in every human relationships (Trusted, 
1987). In social relationships, trust develops over time (Duck, 1992). However in 
more fonmal or contractual type relationships, such as an employer-employee 
relationship, tfllSt is more explicit. When an offence occurs within a relationship of 
trust the law recognises that punishment should be harsher because of the breach of 
trust. This is true for theft within employer -employee relationships and offences that 
occur within a duty of care relationship. A duty of care relationship refers to those 
relationships where the victim is under the care, supervision, or authority of the 
offender. Yet, breach of trust that occurs within social relationships is not fonnally 
recognised by the law. However, a social relationship between the offender and the 
victim has been found to impact on the decision making process at all levels of the 
criminal justice system (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988). Studies have shown that 
when there is a social relationship between the victim and the offender the victim is 
Jess likely to report the ofience to the police (Ruback, 1994), the police are less 
likely believe the complaint is valid (LaFree, 1989), prosecutors perceive non-
stranger offences to be less serious than stranger offences (Jeffords, 1984), 
conviction is less likely when there is a relationship between the victim and the 
offender (LaFree, 1989), and sentences are generally lighter for offenders who are 
known to their victim (Erez & Tontodonato, 1990; Simon, 1996). 
It appears therefore that breach of trust in social relationships is considered to 
be less serious than breach of trust in contractual type relationships. Yet, the moral 
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value of trust is said to be stronger in close or intimate relationships than any other 
type of relationship (Trusted, 1987). 
Trust: A Moral Value 
Moral values determine the rights and responsibilities a person has in society 
and the rules of society which promote these responsibilities and rights (Thomas & 
Diver-Stamnes, 1993). In other words, moral values guide and dictate what a person 
should and should not do. In this way they affect our behaviour as well as our 
attitudes toward the behaviour of otl1ers (Trusted, 1987). According to Turiel (1983), 
there are universal moral values as well as social convention. Social convention is 
dictated by a given society and subject to change. Social convention refers to 
uniform behaviours that occur within a social system and provide people with a 
means of knowing what is expected of others and themselves (e.g. knowing how to 
behave in the classroom as opposed to the playground). Universal moral values are 
described by Turiel (1983) as natural and unaffected by any view that is taken. 
According to Turiel (1983) moral values are not fmmed through consensus or social 
organisation, they are determined by factors which are inherent in all social 
relationships. That is, they apply to everyone in similar circumstances (Turiel, 1983). 
Moral values characterise the morally good or proper life by identifying 
responsibili!ies or obligations that people should assume in their treatment of others 
(Thomas & Diver-Starnnes, 1993). For example, to take the life of another person is 
morally wrong and this applies to everyone regardless of the situation. Even in war, 
killing is still understood to be morally wrong. 
Trusted (1987) has stated there are two universal moral values: keeping trust 
and benevolence. Benevolence refers to concern for others and is usually associated 
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with a moral obligation towards members of our society. However, the strength of 
the moral obligation may depend on the relationship. For example, if a friend were to 
ask for help there is a moral duty to be benevolent whereas if a stranger were to ask 
for hulp we may not feel morally obliged to help, depending on the perceived 
circumstances (e.g. self harm or harm to others). Sintilarly, the principle of 
keeping trust is universally acknowledged. According to Trusted (1987) keeping 
trust is a fundamental and necessary requirement for the very existence of human 
society. Keeping trust is about fulfilling obligations, both explicit and implicit. Even 
though these obligations may be different in different societies, the basic moral 
principle ofkeeping trust is evident. Genera!ly we expect a trust to be kept, and 
people who we consider to be trustworthy are granted more respect than those who 
break a trust. Also, the moral obligation ofkeeping trust is stronger for people who 
are close to us. For example, keeping the trust of a family member would be seen as 
a greater moral obligation than keeping the trust of a stranger. Trusted states that 
society could not work if there were no trust and this is why people who break a trust 
are usually condemned. According to Rotter (1971) the entire fabric of our day-to-
day living rests on trust and almost aU of our decisions involve trusting someone 
else. 
The Role of Trust in Relationships 
There are many types of trust relationships: social relationships such as 
acquaintances, friends, and lovers; employer-employee relationships; and 
relationships that carry a duty of care, for example, doctor-patient, lawyer-client, 
parent-child, teacher-child and so forth. Employer-employee relationships and duty 
of care relationships are characterised by more fonnal or explicit controls, whereas 
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intimate relationships are usually characterised by implicit trust, love and caring. In 
social relationships the degree of trust builds as relationships become stronger 
(Duck, 1992) whereas in contractual type relationships the trust is generally agreed 
upon from the outset. According to Duck (1992) strangers are contextless aud we 
have no relationship with them. Acquaintances know us a little aud therefore there is 
a ntinor obligation in the way we treat each other. The role of 'ftiend' is a voluntary 
contract whereby we agree to a number of obligations such as offering help when 
needed. Duck would argue that deeper relationships such as marriage have already 
established duties aud obligations, aud trust is accepted and unchallenged. 
Consequently, the closer the relationship the stronger the moral obligation to keep 
trust aud benevolence (Trusted, 1987). 
Therefore, trust can be seen as a moral value that is inherent in all 
relationships. However, the type of trust may be different for different relationships. 
As trust plays a major role in our daily activities it is possible to assume that 
violation of trust, regardless of the context, is seen as morally wrong. Trust is 
particularly importaut because people have a need to believe that the world is a 
relatively predictable aud safe place to live, especially when they are in the confines 
of their own home (Kennedy, 1983). 
Breach of Trust aud Moral Responsibilil): 
Breach of trust has been exautined in relation to children's conceptions of 
trust in social relationships (Kahn & Turiel, 1988). Kahn aud Turiel asked children 
from first grade through to fifth grade to read stories, which depicted violations of 
three social expectations between ftiends. The story involved either deception (moral 
violation), failing to provide emotional support (moral violation) or violating 
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conventional dress (non-moral violation). Conventional dress involved inviting a 
friend to a formal restaurant and that friend anives wearing jeans and a torn shirt. 
Children were also asked whether the violation would hurt their friendship if it were 
a close friendship as opposed to a casual friendship. The authors found that all 
children, regardless of age, felt that both deception and failure to provide emotional 
support was wrong and bac;ed their evaluations on the need to maintain obligations 
or adhere to duties. The conventional violation was also judged to be wrong but that 
it would affect a casual friendship more than a close friendship. The majority of 
children said they would feel less friendly with a close friend than a casual friend 
after deception or emotional support violations. 
The findings in this study support the roles-and-deeds model of responsibility 
put forward by Hamilton (1978). Hamilton argued that it is not only what a person 
does that determines the degree of responsibility but the role that person held when 
' 
they did it. In other words, moral responsibility is determined not only by the fact 
that a person caused the harm but also the sodal expectation determined by the 
actor's social role. In the study by Kahn and Turiel (1988) it appears that children 
had higher expectations of a close friend than a casual friend. Therefore, the closer 
the relationship is, the greater the expectation to keep trust. 
When a moral rule such as keeping trust has been violated people express 
their disapproval by making judgements of blame and responsibility and assign 
punishment accordingly (Thomas & Diver-Stamnes, 1993).lfthe moral mle that has 
been violated is also a legal rule then the law will assign punishment. In this way 
legal doctrine assists in fostering trust. 
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Moral Responsibility and the Law 
The moral principles of society are reflected in, and supported by the law. 
According to Lloyd-Bostock (1991) the moral principles of society act as a resource 
for law to explain or justify legal decisions. Criminal law therefore can be seen as a 
series oflegal commandments in addition to moral commandments, which are 
backed up, with the threat of punishment (Clarkson 8: Keating, 1986). 
The criminal justii:.e system has two approaches to punishment for those who 
have violated its principles (Clarkson & Keating, 1986). The first approach is that 
punishment should be relative to the harm done. In theory, the greater the harm 
done, the more severe the punishment. For example, taking the life of another may 
warrant a harsher punishment than causing minor injuries to another. In a similar 
vein. a person who robs a bank may deserve more punishment than a pickpocket. 
The second approach is related to moral blameworthiness or mens rea (guilty mind). 
If an offence is carried out intentionally then the offender is said to be morally 
blameworthy and more deserving of punishment than if the event had occurred 
accidentally. For example, the harm done in murder and manslaughter is the same 
yet moral blame differs for each. Murder is more often intentional whereas 
manslaughter is usually accidenral. According to Clarkson and Keating a 
combination of these two approaches has led to the tariff system which enables the 
courts to pass a "nonnal" sentence for a particular crime. Any special circumstances 
which surround the event can then lead to increasing or decreasing the sentence. 
Special circumstances can include the age of the offender, the age of the victim, the 
employment status of the offender, the offender's previous crintinal history, the 
offender being under duress at the time of the event, victim provocation, and the 
social role of the offender. 
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For some offences the law sets guidelines which specify how these special 
circumstances will affect the sentence. For example, the Minnesota Sentencing 
Commission (cited in Clarkson & Keating, 1986) has suggested that race, sex, 
employment factors, social factors and constitutional rights should not influence the 
passing of a normal sentence. However, there are some factors which can reduce the 
sentence, such as victim provocation or the offend,.!r being under duress at the time, 
and others which can increase the sentence, such as excessive cruelty to the victim 
or the defendant being in a position of trust, confidence or fiduciary relationships. 
Theft and Breach of Trust 
The law recognises breach of trust that occurs when the victim~offender 
relationship is that of employer-employee. Breach of trust in this situation warrants a 
harsher penalty than if there were no relationship between the victim and the 
offender. For example, the Crintinal Code of Western Australia, Section 378 states 
that for common theft a person can be given a sentence of imprisonment for up to 
7 years. Yet, if that person has stolen the property of an employer he or she is liable 
to imprisonment with hard labour for I 0 years. In legal terms this is referred to as 
'stealing as a servant'. Stealing therefore is seen to be more serious when the offender 
uses his or her position of trust to commit an offence. 
Employee theft has been described by McCaghy (1980) as a betrayal of trust 
through deception and ntisrepresentation. McCaghy has found that most reports 
discuss employee theft in terms of the employers being too trustful and Jacking in 
management safeguards, resulting in their own victimisation. He states that 
employee theft is given little importance in many circumstances. For exumple, 
pilfering, taking kickbacks, 'perks' and so forth are often tolerated in the workplace 
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because the hann done is perceived to be minor. ln some cases, there is a belief that 
the worker is entitled to take items and therefore it is not regarded as theft. 
According to McCaghy, the general public do not see theft within an employer-
employee relationship as being a serious offence warranting punishment because 
they too hold the same values and work group loyalty. That is, most people take or 
steal items ftom their place of wotk with the belief that it is not a crime, no real harm 
is done, and everyone else does it. However, Ashworth (1992) contends that while 
the impact of theft on a company may not be large, it should not necessarily make 
the crime less serious. 
One study, using magistrates as participants, examined several factors which 
have been found to affect sentencing (Kapardis & Farrington, 1981). Five separate 
experimental studies were conducted with each study examining two independent 
variables. One of these studies looked at sentences for theft and the influence of the 
victim-offender relationship (employer-employee vs not an employee) and status of 
the offender (high: graduate, accountant; or low: left school at 15, delivery man). 
They found that the breach of ttust did not affect sentences, however, status did. 
Higher class offenders were given more severe sentences. There was no interaction 
between relationship and status of the offender. Although the law stipulates that 
sentences for theft in breach of ttust should be heavier than theft occurring when 
there is no breach of trust, these results suggest that magistrates do not always put 
this recommendation into practice. 
Sexual Offences and Breach of Trust 
Offences involving breach of trust cover a wider range than theft, 
encompassing offences by schoolteachers, scout leaders, members of religious orders 
The Role of Trust 9 
and police officers who inappropriately deal with people in their charge, particularly 
in regard to sexual violations (Ashworth, 1992). The Crintinal Code of Western 
Australia states that the normal sentence for sexual penetration without consent is 14 
years. However when the offence occurs within a duty of care relationship, where 
there is a breach of trust, the penalty can increase to 20 years. Duty of care refers to 
those relationships where the offender is in a position of care, supervision, or 
authority. In addition the law recognises that sexual offences against vulnerable 
victims (e.g. children, the elderly, or persons who are incapable) also warrant a 
harsher penalty (up to 20yrs) than the normal sentence. 
When sexual offences occur between two people in a social relationship (i.e. 
acquaintance, friend, lover, or spouse) this too can be seen as a breach of trust, but is 
not recogaised by the law as warranting a harsher penalty. This raises the question of 
why trust in social relationships is not awarded the same degree of importance or 
legal attention as trust in other types of relationships. One explanation could be that 
trust in social relationships is based on a large range of factors which are implicit 
and difficult to define (Fort, 1996). According to Fort (1996) there are multiple 
reasons and criteria by which individuals come to trust others in a social 
relationship. However, when trust is an issue of contract as in the employer-
employee relationship, the categories used to evaluate trust narrow which makes it 
easier for the Jaw to define and enforce (Fort, 1996). 
Many sexual offences occur between people who have some fonn of social 
relationship be it friends, dating partners, couples living together or martied couples 
(Renner & Wackett, 1987). When a female accepts a date from a male acquainrance 
it is fair to assume that there is a social expectation that the date will not involve any 
harm being inflicted by one person on the other. This social expectation would be 
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even stronger for defacto or manied couples. That is, we do not expect people we 
love and trust to harm us. However, Renner and Wackett (1987) state that the most 
likely source of a sexual assault is someone who is known to and often trusted by the 
victim. Renner and Wackett collected data from the Service for Sexual Assault 
Victims in Halifax, Canada. They found that of the 231 rape cases recorded (male 
rape of a female), 66% were by someone known to the victim in a socia1 context and 
34% were committed by a stranger. 
Sexual Offences, Victim-Offender Relationship, and the Role of Trust 
Although a sexual offence occurring within a socia1 relationship is not 
recognised as a breach of trust by the law, the relationship does appear to have an 
impact on decisions made regarding the offender at various stages of the crimina] 
justice system (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988). That is, from the initial stage of 
reporting the offence to the police, through to conviction and sentencing, the 
relationship between the victim and the offender appears to have an influence on 
people's judgements. 
The relationship between the victim and the offender may be one of the most 
important factors that influences a victim'~ decision to report a rape to the police 
(Feldman-Summers & Norris, 1984). It is well documented that women who are 
raped by someone they know and trust, often do not report the rape to police for fear 
that they will not be believed or that they themselves do not believe the act was rape 
(Koss, Dinero, Seibel, & Cox, 1988; Renner & Wackett, 1987; Ruback, 1994; 
Weingourt, 1985). That is, some women conform to a patriarchal view of marriage 
and feel that they have no right to refuse sex from their husband (Weingourt, 1985). 
According to Ruback (I 994) victims are more likely to report to the police both a 
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personal and propeny crime if the offender is a stranger than if the offender is 
known to the victim. 
People also tend to believe that marital rape is somehow less traumatic than 
stranger rape (Whatley, 1993). Research has shown, however, that women who are 
raped by their husbands are more affected by the rape than victims of stranger rape 
(Koss, Dinero, Seibel & Cox, 1988). Koss, Dinero, Seibel and Cox collected self-
report data on women's experience of rape that met the lega1 definitions of rape in 
Ohio at that time. Of the 489 rape victims, 416 were classified as acquaintance rape 
and 52 were classified as stranger rape. Twenty one victims were unclassifiable due 
to missing data. Acquaintance rape victims were placed into one of the following 
groups according to whether their offender was a friend, co-worker or neighbour 
(122), a casual date (103), a steady date or lover (147), or a family member or 
husband (44). They found that the stranger and acquaintance group did not differ in 
the psychological symptoms they were currently experiencing. Also, women raped 
by husbands or family members, compared to non-romantic acquaintances or casual 
dates, reported more anger and depression and lower ratings of relationship qua1ity. 
Relationship quality was measured on a scale from one (not at all) to five (very 
much) in terms of the extent to which the person felt able to trust others, to make 
friends, get close to others, and to maintrtin relationships. According to Renner and 
Wackett (1987) "one can only assume there is a large invisible population of women 
who carry in private the residual effects of the betrayal of trust involved in unwanted 
and unasked for sexual intercourse by an acquaintance or friend through the use of 
physical force" (p. 54). 
As acquaintance rape often goes unreported, so too does marital rape 
(Whatley, 1993). In a review on the issue of maritrt! rape Whatley found that maritrt! 
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rn,pe is not a rare event and is just as likely to occur when the couple are separated as 
well as still living together. Knnin (1984) has stated that the fact of "knowing" the 
perpetrator makes people shy away from taking extreme actions. Society tends to 
view offences between intimates as a one-on-one situation where adults take 
responsibility for the consequences of consensual relationships (Kanin, 1984). Kanin 
refers to this type of offence as a caveat emptor, that is, she accepted the date, she 
pennitted herself to be picked up, she went to his apartment, and so forth. In this 
way the offender and the victim are seen as equals, and if there is no great force 
resulting in serious injury, society tends to view the matter as personal and private. 
According to LaFree (I 989) when the offender is known to the victim arrest 
is easier as the chances of locating and identifying a suspect are greater. However, in 
interviews with detectives, LaFree found they tend to make reference to the belief 
that rape complaints involving an acquaintance are less likely to be valid. This view 
may also be held in society generally. The idea that women enjoy being raped, that 
women provoke their own rape, or that women are asking for it by being out alone at 
night are known as rape myths (Shapcott, 1988; Scully, I 990; Vogelman, I 990). The 
acceptance of rape myths influences people's attitudes towards rape and, in 
particular, rape within social relationships (Brownntiller, 1975). 
One of the first studies to investigate the effects of the victim offender 
relationship on judgements of responsibility was carried out by L'Armand and 
Pepitone (1982). They used three levels of relationship: strangers, dating partners, 
and dating partners with prior consensual sex. Results showed that people gave 
lighter sentences, saw the offence as less serious, perceived less victim harm, and 
saw the offender as less responsible when there was a relationship between the 
victim and offender. The lightest sentence was given for victims who had had prior 
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consensual sex. L'Annand and Pepitone explained their results by suggesting that 
rape within dating relationships is seen to be less of a violation of a woman's rights 
than when she is raped by a stranger, indicating that when on a date males are 
accorded some degree of legitimate sexual access. There were no sex differences in 
victim blame, however, females gave higher sentences than males, rated the rape as 
more serious than males, perceived more damage than males, and blamed the 
offender more than males. According to Dietz, Blackwell, Daley and Bentley (1982) 
and Gerdes, Dammann, & Heilig, (1988) females are more likely to identify with the 
victim and exhibit greater empathy for rape victims than males who may identify 
with the offender. 
Another study by Tetreault and Barnett (1987) asked participants to rate on a 
7-point scale how certain they were that an assailant had commtitted an act of rape, 
how responsible the victim was, and how serious the event was. In addition, 
participants rated the victim on a 7-point bipolar adjective scale. In one rape 
description the offender was known to the victim (had dated a couple of times) and 
in another the offender was a stranger. The rape occurred inside the victim's 
apartment and there was no mention of violence. After reading one of the rape 
descriptions participants watched a videotape of a woman describing her 
psychological and behavioural reactions to the rape to an unseen therapist. All 
subjects viewed the same videotape. Tetreault and Barnett found that females rated 
the victim as more responsible when raped by an acquaintance than a stranger. 
Males showed the opposite. Females were more certain that rape occurred when the 
offender was a stranger than an acquaintance, again males showed the opposite 
pattern. There was no difference in ratings of seriousness of the event although the 
pattern of scores would suggest that females saw the stranger rape as more serious 
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than acquaintance rape with males showing the opposite. However, without a 
sentence being assigned for the offence it is not possible to detennine whether these 
participants would have assigned similar punishment to both offenders. The results 
were discussed in terms of sex role expectations where females are expected to 
assume responsibility for controlling the extent of sexual activity in relationships. 
However, this explanation did not hold true for the male participants in this study. 
The finding that males rated the victim as being more responsible when raped by a 
stranger than an acquaintance was explained by the results obtained in the bipolar 
adjective ratings of the victim. Males, but not females, rated the rape victim as less 
likeable when raped by a stranger than an acquaintance. 
A recent study by Monson, Byrd and Langhinrichsen-Rohling (1996) found 
males to be more certain rape had occurred in a stranger situation than a marital 
situation, whereas females were certain that rape had occurred in both the stranger 
and marital situation. This study used vignettes depicting either a marital rape or 
stranger rape and asked participants to answer 12 questions assessing their 
perceptions of the sexual interaction on a scale of I (minimal) to 10 (maximum). 
Factor analysis of the 12 questions revealed one factor which they labelled rape-
supponive beliefs. Questions included certainty that the act was rape, victim's rights 
violation, level of violence, and hann done. The remaining eight questions did not 
have a common underlying factor and were analysed separately. Overall, Monson, et 
a!. found that females were less rape-suppontive than males. In addition, participants 
in the stranger rape condition were less rape-suppontive than participants in the 
marital rape condition. Females found that rape in both conditions was a violation of 
the victim's rights, however, males reported that stranger rape was more of a 
violation of the victim's rights than marital rape. In this study questions regarding 
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the victim, for example, victim's control over the situation, victim's level of 
enjoyment, victim's level of femininity, victim's initial interest in engaging in sexual 
relations, and the victim's obligation to engage in sex, were not significantly 
different in the marital situation compared to the stranger situation for both males 
and females. 
These studies are an illustrative sample of research which has examined 
people's judgements of responsibility to the victim and the offender in cases of rape 
(see Pollard, 1992 for a review). It appears that most of the attention has been 
directed towards the victim, asking questions about victim blame, victim 
responsibility, the victim's causal role, victim provocation, and so forth with few 
questions about offender responsibility. Viano (1983) has stated that in this way 
research has turned attention away from the offender to focus on the victim, but that 
the balance may have swung too far in this direction, with criminologists finding a 
'scapegoa( that can explain criminal behaviour (p.22). He has argued that a person's 
rights in life should not be misconstrued as asking to be victimised, and 
vulnerability should not be seen as 'asking for it'. In this way, it could be argued that 
vulnerability not only refers to being either young, old, or incapJble as in the legal 
definition, it can also mean vulnerable because of the trust that is placed in dating or 
marital relationships. As stated previously, in order for people to co-exist, there is 
always the need to trust. Therefore, every individual is vulnerable to a certain degree 
because they are always trusting others and we are more likely to place greater trust 
in someone we know. However, people are generally unaware that they are 
vulnerable until their trust has been violated. 
Another stage of the criminal justice system where the victim-offender 
relationship affects people's judgement is when charges for an offence are laid. In the 
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case where a sexual offence is reported, and the police have made an arrest, it is the 
role of the prosecutor to make fonnal charges. Prosecutors are less likely to consider 
marital rape as serious as stranger rape. Jeffords (1984) conducted a mail survey of 
district attorney offices across eleven US states asking participants to consider eight 
hypothetical situations involving forced intercourse. The independent variables were 
relationship (married or stranger) victim harm (minor or serious) and prior record of 
the male (no prior convictions or one prior misdemeanour conviction for assault of 
his wife). Participants were asked to rate each situation for its seriousness and how 
they would handle the case. Jeffords found that prosecutors were less likely to 
believe that maximum charges would be filed in marital rape cases than in identical 
stranger rape cases, particularly when there were no serious injuries. Again, marital 
rape was seen to be a less serious offence than stranger rape. 
According to LaFree (1989) sexual assaults which occur in the victim's home 
are less likely to be plead guilty and less likely to result in conviction, especially if 
the victim invited the offender into her home. It may be that when the offender is 
invited into the victim's home it is more likely that the victim knows the offender, 
therefore, raising the question of whether the victim has contributed to the offence in 
some way. For example, females are expected to control the degree of sexual activity 
when they are in the company of a male companion (Bridges & McGrail, 1989; 
Tetreault & Barnett, 1987). Thus, a female who invites a male into her house may be 
seen by some as inviting sexual activity. This has implications for the victim-
offender relationship where marital or date rape is likely to occur after the 
unsuspecting victim has trostingly invited the offender into her home. 
Another explanation for why cases where the offender is invited into the 
victim's home are seen to be less serious could be that when the victim invites the 
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offender into her home she is seen to be putting herself at risk. Studies have shown 
that when the victim places herself in a vulnerable or at risk situation she is 
attributed more blame for her victimisation (Kanekar, Pinto, & Mazumdar, 1985). A 
study by Kanekar, Pinto and Mazumdar (1985) examined victim responsibility for 
two crimes, rape and robbery. In the scenario the offence occurs when the victim is 
walking home, at 10 o'clock at night or 10 o'clock in the morning. They found that 
the victim was attributed greater fault when the crime took place at night rather than 
in the morning. However, there was no difference in sentence assigned to the 
offender. The results from this study suggest that when females walk alone at night 
they are putting themselves at risk and therefore are partially responsible for their 
victimisation. Pollard (1992) has suggested that behaviours which increase risk to 
the victim may also be seen as sex-role violations. That is, society generally may not 
approve of women putting themselves at risk, (e.g. walking alone at night). If a 
crime occurs then the victim may be attributed a degree of fault. However, Shaver 
and Drown (1986) point out that victims may be held partially responsible for their 
own victimisation if they have acted negligently or carelessly, but are not considered 
to be blameworthy, unless they intentionally behave in a manner which has produced 
the harm. It may be that even if the victim is held partially responsible for her 
victimisation it may not necessarily mean that the offender is less blameworthy. 
The final stage in the criminal justice system is sentencing. Prior to 
sentencing the judge may be provided with a victim impact statement. A victim 
impact statement is made by the victim and addressed <o the judge for consideration 
in sentencing. It usually includes information about the harm inflicted on the victim 
and ongoing consequences of the crime. A study by Erez and Tontodonato (1990) 
examined the effects of victim impact statements on type and length of sentence 
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imposed on the offender. Using data from real offences which occurred in Ohio 
between June 1985 and January 1988, Erez and Tontodonato found that victim 
impact statements were more likely to be filed if the offender was known to the 
victim, if the victim was vulnemble (i.e. minors, elderly or pregnant), or if the 
offence occurred in the victim's home. This finding may be explained by the fact that 
in each of these circumstances there is a violation of trust which compels the victim 
to write an impact statement in order to convince the judge, not only of the 
seriousness of the c,ime itself, but also of the breach of trust. However, Erez and 
Tontodonato found that when offenders were known to the victim they were more 
likely to get probation than a prison zentence. If they did receive a prison sentence, 
they received a shorter prison tenn than offenders unknown to the victim. Therefore, 
judges also perceive non-stranger offences as less serious than stranger offences even 
when a victim has highlighted the seriousness of the crime through an impact 
statement. 
Erez and Tontodonato found that only when the offender was known to the 
victim and the victim was also a vulnerable victim, then the offender was more 
likely to receive a prison sentence than probation. They concluded that for these 
cases "the pain of the victimization by an acquaintance is compounded by the 
accompanying violation of trust" (p. 468). This statement acknowledges a trust 
between a vulnerable victim and the known offender, however, it could be argued 
that this statement is also true for other victims who knew their offender, as there is 
always an element of trust implicit in all social relationships. These findings, 
however, are consistent with the Criminal Code of Western Australia which 
recognises that offences against vulnerable victims should receive a harsher penalty 
but makes no mention of offences against an acquaintance, lover, or spouse. 
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A similar study by Simon ( 1996) examined the effects of the victim-offender 
relationship for offenders who were incarcerated. Using structured interviews and 
official data on each offender Simon found that offenders who were known to the 
victim were charged with and convicted of more violent offences than stranger 
offenders. However, offenders who victimised strangers received significantly longer 
sentences than offenders who knew their victim. These findings suggest that only 
when the offence is very serious will the legal system incarcerate offenders who 
knew their victim and even then, the length of imprisonment is less than if the victim 
was a stranger. 
In conclusion, it can be seen from the above account that in the legal process, 
where there is a social relationship between the victim and the offender, the issue of 
trust disappears unless the victim is vulnerable by the legal definition. This disparity 
in legal processing has been an issue for the legal system dating back to 1640 with 
the passage of the first laws against family violence in England (Pleck, 1989). Yet, 
Ashworth (1992) states that legal practice still tends to undervalue offences with a 
domestic element. For example, Ashworth states that sentences for domestic type 
kidnappings are much lower than those involving ransom demands, and in attempted 
murder, domestic attempts come relatively low on the scale. The Report of the Task 
Force on Domestic Violence to the Western Australian Government (1986) also 
found at all levels of the judiciary an attitude that domestic violence is less serious 
than other forms of violence. However, one judge reported that breach of trust such 
as that in domestic violence by its nature should make the offence more serious. 
Taub (1983) posed the question of whether the legal system should treat 
violence between intimates differently to violence between strangers. Taub stated 
that women in intimate relationships have the right to be free of violence in the same 
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way that strangers are considered entitled to be free of violence in their daily 
activities. However, the legal system's tolerance for non-stranger offences may be a 
true reflection of the public's attitude. For example, Jeffords (1984) has suggested 
that the public may be more accepting of a husband being prosecuted if they thought 
that the charge would be less serious. 
Summary and Conclusion 
This review of the literature has examined the victim-offender relationship 
from the philosophical perspective that keeping trust in relationships is a moral 
value that is universaJiy accepted (Trusted, 1987). The relationship between the 
victim and the offender was examined for different crimes and differe .lt 
relationships. Although trust is said to be an important variable in all relationships, 
breach of trust is only afforded legal sanctions when the relationship is that of an 
employer-employee or involves a duty of care. It appears that theft occurring within 
an employer-employee relationship is considered to be a breach of trust by the law. 
Breach of trust is also recognised by the law for offences against vulnerable victims 
and offences which occur within a duty of care relationship. However, breach of 
trust occuning within social relationships is not recognised by the law. Yet, sexual 
offences usually occur when there is a relationship of trust between the victim and 
the offender (Renner & Wackett, 1987). 
Previous studies have suggested that sexual offences occurring within a 
social relationship are considered to be less serious than stranger offences (Pollard, 
1992). However, these smdies have exantined the victim-offender relationship and 
typically used an acquaintance or dating relationship (Bridges & McGrail, 1989; 
Calhoun, Selby & Warring, 1976; Gerdes, Dammann, & Heilig, 1988; L'Armand & 
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Pepitone, 1982;_Tetreault & Barnett, 1987) where trust is still in the establishment 
phase (Duck, 1992). Trust becomes a central issue when there is an established 
relationship, and the offence occurs in an environment such as the victim's home, 
where entry to t.'Ie home is gained based on trust. As stated by Kennedy (1983) 
people like to believe that they are safe in their own home. For instance, when a 
friend calls by your house, you generally would invite them inside with the 
expectation that they are not going to cause you harm. This is an example of the 
implicit trust in social relationships that has been described in the philosophical 
literature (Trusted, 1987). The trust is not based on any patticular criteria or 
contract, it is a social expectation. However, in the case where tradesmen come to 
your house to work, you trust them, not because you know them, but because they 
are in a position of employment. This type of trust is more explicit, a contractual 
type relationship. In both situations there is an degree of trust although the type of 
trust is different. 
It also becomes evident when reviewing this literature that when there is a 
relationship between the victim and the offender it is the victim who receives much 
of the attention. The literature suggests that victims who knew their offender are 
often seen to be responsible for their own victirnisation. This is particularly true for 
the literarure on sexual offences, but was also suggested in McCaghy's (1980) report 
on employee theft where employers were seen to be too trustful and lacking in 
management safeguards. Studies which have examined the relationship between the 
victim and the offender have looked at rape within social relationships and generally 
' 
focussed on questions assessing victim responsibility. No studies were found that 
have examined crimes other than rape when there is a social relationship between a 
victim and offender. 
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Against this background, the present study examined the effects of breach of 
trust in a social relationship and breach of trust in an employer-employee 
relationship across two crimes (rape and theft). For both crimes the offender gained 
access to the house because he is either a husband (social relationship) or a 
lawnmower mao (employer-employee relationship) and the offence occurred inside 
the victim's home. Because l.aFree (1989) found that rape offences occurring within 
the victim's horne were considered to be more serious, unless the offender was 
invited in, this variable was also included .lS an independent variable. That is, the 
offender is described as either entering the house uninvited where he commits the 
crime, or invited into the house and commits the crime. The variable was labelled 
victim risk. When the victim invites the offender into her home she may be seen as 
contributing to the offence in some way (Bridges & McGrail, 1989; Tetreault & 
Barnett, 1987). Participant gender was also included in the analysis. The dependent 
variable was sentence. Rather than directing questions toward victim responsibility, 
an opened ended question forrnat was used to deterraine what people considered to 
be important factors when making a decision. 
The purpose of the study was to address the following questions. Will there 
be a difference in sentence for both rape and theft when: (a) the breach of trust is by 
an employee compared to breach of trust by a husband, (b) the victim invites the 
offender into her home compared to the offender entering the home uninvited, and 
(c) the participant is a female compared to a male? 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Method 
Participants 
A total of 168 participants were used in the study (86 males and 82 females) 
with age ranging from 17 to 64. Initially, 176 vignettes were distributed, 170 of 
which were returned. Two respondents who stated they were reluctant to assign a 
sentence for the crime because they did not have enough information were excluded 
from the analysis. 
The participants were contacted using a "snowballing" technique. I used 
friends, colleagues, and fantily members to contact members of the community to 
participate in the study. Ninety percent of participants were from the business 
community and were contacted at their place of work. Organisations included a 
government departtnent (not related to justice or law), an advertising agency, a 
graphic design studio, a multimedia organisation, and a health promotion 
organisation. Tbe remaining participants were family members and friends of the 
researcher. A covering letter was attached to the vignettes infonning participants 
about the nature of the crime, that participation was voluntary and confidentiality 
was assured (see Appendix A). All participants were told in the letter that they could 
decline to participate, and if they agreed to participate, then this was acknowledged 
as informed consent. 
Allocation of participants to each experimental group was through random 
assignment of vignettes depicting an hypothetical ctime of rape or theft. A minimum 
of 10 males and 10 females were assigned to each group: 
husband/rape/invited (11 male, 10 female) 
husband/rape/not invited (I 0 male, I 0 female) 
employee/rape/invited (II male, 10 female) 
employee/rape/not invited (II male, 10 female) 
husband/theft/invited (II male, II female) 
husband/theft not invited (II male, II female) 
employee/theft/invited (10 male, 10 female) 
employee/theft/not invited (II male, 10 female). 
Materials 
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Four vignettes depicting a rape and four vignettes depicting a theft were 
developed. All vignettes were described in approltimately 330 words (Appendix B). 
Each vignette began with a paragraph stating that the offender was convicted for the 
crime followed by a description of how the event occurred. The rape case read as 
follows for the employee/invited condition with vignette changes made for the 
husband and the not invited condition in parentheses: 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of sexual penetration 
under Section 325 of the Western Australian Criminal Code. John's 
only prior involvement with the law has been traffic offences. [He 
had been separated from his wife Learme for approximately 6 
months. The separation was a mutual decision based on them both 
wanting to follow different career paths. There is no history of abuse.] 
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The day before the offence was committed Leanne phoned up a 
lawumowing company to make arrangements to have her lawns 
mowed. Arrangements were made for John to mow the lawns the 
following day. [The day before the offence was committed John 
phoned his wife to make arrangements for him to collect the 
lawnmower. It was agreed that he would pick up the mower the 
following day.] Leanne would leave the side gate open so that he 
could get out the back. [Leanne also agreed to leave the side gate 
open so that he could collect the mower from the garden shed]. At 
approximately 2.30pm on January 29, 1997 John went to the house. 
After finishing the front lawn he then went through the side gate as 
arranged to the backyard and mowed the back lawn. [When he 
arrived he went through the side gate as arranged and retrieved the 
lawnmower from the garden shed.] After putting the mower on the 
trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the 
house and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. 
It was a particularly hot day and Leanne invited him inside. [Leanne 
told him to wait outside and she would bring it out to him. Instead 
John opened the back door and went inside.] She was in the kitchen 
getting the drink. He walked up behind her, brushing up against her 
as he leant against the kitchen bench. She was startied and a little 
armoyed that he was being so familiar with her. [She was startied and 
a little annoyed, pointing out to him that she had asked him to wait 
outside.] She told him to move away from her. He responded by 
laughing and telling her that he had just come in to get his drink. She 
The Role of Trust 26 
became angry and asked him to leave. He laughed again, telling her 
to relax. He reached out to put his arm around her and she pushed 
him away. There was a struggle and John ended up pushing her down 
onto the floor and forcing her to have sexual intercourse. Leanne 
sustained no physical injuries other than bruising. 
Changes for the theft vignette read as follows: 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of theft under Section 
378 of the Western Australian Criminal Code. 
The remainder of the vignette was the same as for the rape with the last 
section where the crime was committed being the only change. 
She was in the kitchen getting the drink. John went into the lounge 
room. Earlier that morning Leanne had been outside in the garden 
and she had left her diamond ring and gold bracelet on the coffee 
table. John saw them as he entered the lounge. He quietly slipped 
them into his pocket and walked back into the kitchen. She gave him 
his drink and he left straight away. [Leanne was annoyed at finding 
John inside the house when she had asked him to stay outside. She 
told him to leave.] Shortly afterwards she noticed the missing 
jewellery and called the police. A few days later the stolen jewellery 
was recovered by the police from a second-hand trader. The owner of 
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the shop identified John as the person who had sold him the jewellery 
for$2,000. 
After reading the vignette participants were asked to assign a prison sentence 
for the crime in years and/or months. A range for sentence was not provided to avoid 
possible floor and ceiling effects which were noted in the pilot study. Participants 
were then asked to wrile down what factors they took into consideration when 
making their decision. This open ended question was included in the study to 
provide a richer understanding of the decision making process. Age and gender 
details were also collected. 
Procedure 
The vignettes were pilot tested for plausibility and variation in responses (de 
Vaus, 1991). Twenty psychology students were approached individually by the 
researcher and asked to read a vignette depicting a rape or a theft and assign a 
sentence in years. They were informed that the vignette was still in development 
stage and invited to comment on the content and response fonnat. The pilot test was 
conducted twice. 
In the first pilot test participants were given information obtained from the 
Crinainal Code of Western Australia on what the maximum sentence for that crime 
would normally be (mpe- 14 years; theft -7 years). Consequently, panicipants in the 
rape condition tended to assign the maximum sentence. However, in the theft 
condition participants were more likely to assign zero years imprisonment. 
Therefore, the infonnation regarding maximum sentence was omitted and the 
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response fonnat was changed to years and/or months to minimise possible floor and 
ceiling effects. 
fu the second pilot test a range of responses was obtained across the eight 
scenarios. Students agreed that the events leading up to the crime were plausible, 
hence they remained unchanged. 
A cover page was attached to each vignette detailing infonnation about the 
pwpose of the study, the nature of the content, voluntary participation and assuring 
confidentiality. The vignettes were distributed to friends and fantily of the researcher 
who in tum distributed them to friends and colleagues. As gender of participant was 
included in the research design an equal number of males and females were required 
to participate. Therefore, the cover page of each vignette was marked (telephone 
number underlined for males and not underlined for females) to identify whether a 
male respondent or female respondent was required. The eight different vignettes 
were not distributed in any order to ensure that participants were allocated to the 
experimental conditions randomly. 
Design 
Because of severe violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance as 
very different sentences were assigned for rape and theft, two separate analyses were 
conducted. Both designs were 2 x 2 x 2 ANOVAs. The purpose of the study was to 
assess the effects of the independent variables on the two crimes of rape and theft. 
The independent variables for both rape and theft were victim/offender relationship 
(husband/employee) x victim risk (offender invited in/offender not invited in) x 
participant gender (male/female). The dependent variable was length of sentence 
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imposed. Qualitative data was also collected on factors taken into consideration 
when making their decision. 
Tb.e Role of Trust 30 
CHAPTER THREE 
Results 
Sentence scores for rape were converted to z scores. No outliers were 
identified and assumptions of AN OVA were deemed to be satisfactory. 
A 2 x 2 x 2 (Relationship x Fault x Gender) between-subjects ANOVA was 
performed on the sentences for rape. With alpha set at .05 only the main effect of 
relationship was significant, E (1,74) = 23.29,11 = .00 (power= .99, effect size (112)= 
.24). The mean score in the husband condition was 5.27 compared to 10.75 for the 
employee. No other main effects were significant, gender E (1,74) = 2.56, 11 = .15 
(power= .35, 11' = .03), victim risk E (1,74) = 1.97, 11 = .17 (power= .28, 11' = .03). 
No interactions reached significance, relationship x genderE (1,74) = .23, 11 = .63 
(power= .08, 11' = .00), gender x victim risk E (l ,74) = .17, 11 = .68 (power= .Q7, Tj2 
= .00), victim risk x relationship E (l ,74) = .29, 11 = .59 (power= .08, Tj 2 = .00), 
gender x relationship x victim risk E (1,74) =.52, 11 = .47 (power= .II, Tj2 = .01). 
Descriptive statistics are given in Table l. 
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Table 1 
Mean Sentence Scores for Rape as a Function of Type of Relationship. Victim Risk. 
and Pnrticipant Gender 
Husband Employee 
Victim risk Males Females Total Males Females Total 
Invited M 3.47 6.18 4.76 9.68 9.67 9.67 
SD 2.76 2.81 3.05 5.47 5.60 5.58 
N 11 10 21 11 10 21 
Not invited M 4.80 6.80 5.80 10.60 13.15 11.87 
SD 3.80 5.94 4.96 6.43 6.25 6.31 
N 10 10 20 10* 10 20* 
Total M 4.10 6.49 5.27 10.12 11.41 10.75 
* Quantitative data were missing for one case. 
Although not significant, there was a clear trend for victim risk. Mean scores 
for males and females nre higher in the not invited condition for both the husband 
and the employee. Also, mean scores for females nre always higher than males, 
except for the invited/employee condition. However, with a samp1e size of 10, the 
study may not have been powerful enough to detect real differences. 
Sentence scores for theft were converted to z scores, and screened for 
outliers. One outlier was identified in the husband/invited group, being greater than 
three standard deviations above the second highest score of I year and 6 months for 
that group. Therefore, the rnw score for this outlier was adjusted to one month above 
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the second highest score for this group to I year and 7 months (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
!989). 
An AN OVA (Relationship x Victim risk x Gender) between-subjects design 
was performed on sentences for theft. The assumptions of ANOV A were deemed to 
be satisfactory. Although the Levene's test for homogeneity of variance was 
significant (E (1,77) = 4.255,11 = .001), ANOVA with equal cell sizes is not 
sensitive to violation of this assumption (Shavelson, 1988). With alpha set at .05 
only the main effect of relationship was significant, .E (1,77) =I 1.45,11 = .001 
(power= .92,112 = .13). The mean score in the husband condition was 0.44 
compared to 1.22 for tho employee. Gender was marginally not significant, .E (I, 77) 
= 3.40, 11 = .07 (power= .45, 1]2 = .04). The main effect for victim risk was non 
significant, .E (1,77) = .00, n = .93 (power= .05, 11' = .00). The interaction between 
relationship and gender was marginally non significant, .E (1,77) = 3.50, 11 = .07 
(power= .46, 112 = .04). No otlwr intecactions were significant, gender x victim risk 
.E (1,77) = .20, 11 = .65 (power= .07, 11' = .00), victim risk~ relationship .E (1,77) = 
.15, 11 = .70 (power= .07, 11' = .00), gender x relationship x victim risk, .E (I ,77) = 
.64, n ·= .43 (power= .12, 11' = .00). Descriptive statistics are given in Table 2. 
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Table2 
Mean Sentence Scores for Theft as a Function ofT)!pe of Relationship. Victim Risk. 
and Participant Gender 
Husband Employee 
Victim risk Males Females Total Males Females Total 
Invited M 0.54 0.45 0.50 0.62 1.77 1.19 
SD 0.55 0.44 0.49 0.75 1.88 1.51 
!! II 11 22 10 10 20 
Not invited M 0.35 0.42 0.39 0.98 1.55 125 
SD 0.50 0.41 0.45 1.43 1.56 1.48 
!! II 11 22 II 10 21 
Total M 0.45 0.44 0.44 0.80 1.66 1.22 
Again, a sample size of 10 suggests that the study was not powerful enough 
to detect real differences. Mean scores for males and females were higher in the 
husband/invited condition than the husband/not invited condition. Mean scores for 
females in the employee/invited condition were higher than the employee/not invited 
condition, however mean scores for males were higher in the employee/not invited 
condition than the employee/invited condition. 
Qualitative Data Analysis 
In order to detennine what factors participants took into consideration when 
making their decision, a content analysis of the qualitative data was conducted. The 
data were analysed for comments referring to the relationship, the fact that the 
offender was invited in, and infonnation concerning the victim and the offender. 
Two major themes for both rape and theft were identified: factors which indicated 
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sympathy for the offender (pro-offender judgements) and factors which indicated 
sympathy for the victim (pro-victim judgements). More specific responses were then 
coded under these major headings (de Vaus, 1991) (see Appendix C). The inter-rater 
reliability for coding of data was 89%. 
Pro-Offender Judgements: Comments made suggesting sympathy for the 
offender were broken down into four main subcategories. They were 
ownership/rights, victim blame, minimal hann done, and excuses/justification. 
Ownership/rights were comments that indicated the offender had some entitlement 
to comntit the act. Comments included "they were married", or "he may have bought 
the jewellery". Negative comments referring to the victim or suggesting that the 
victim was partly to blame (e.g. "she was rude", "she shouldn't have left the jewellery 
out", and "he was invited in" were categorised as victim blame. Any reference made 
to the harm done or value of the stolen property which under-valued the level of 
hann were categorised as minimal hann done. Comments included "there was no 
physical injury", and "the jewellery was only valued at $2,000". The last category of 
excuses/justification included comments such as "opportunistic crime11 , "the stress of 
being away from his wife", "spontaneous act". 
Pro-Victim Judgements: Again, four main subcategories were identified 
under the main heading of pro-victim. They were breach of trust, victim rights, 
severe hann done, and unprovoked. Any reference to violation of trust or the 
offender using his position to carry out the crime was considered to be a breach of 
trust or a pro-victim comment. Comments included "not trustworthy", "took 
advantage of the situation", "breached position of trust", "Leanne trusted him". 
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Victim rights referred to the offender's disregard for Leanne's rights (e.g. "he had no 
right to enter", "no regard for her rights"). Comments about the level of harm done 
suggesting greater harm than was actually stated in the vignette were categorised as 
severe harm done. For example, "scarred Leanne for life", "stolen goods were highly 
personal". The last category was unprovoked. Comments that "she did not encourage 
him" or "clearly displayed she didn't like or approve of his actions" were included. 
Statements allocated to one of the above categories earned a frequency rating 
and these are shown in Table 3. The qualitative data was used to explore the main 
effect of relationship for both rape and theft. 
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Table 3 
Frequency of Factors Taken into Account by Participants for Crimes of Rape and 
Rape Theft 
Husband Employee Husband Employee 
Judgements (!! = 41) (!!=41*) (!! = 44) (!! = 41) 
No. No. No. No. 
Pro-Offender 
John's rights 2 0 12 1 
Victim blame 2 1 5 1 
Minimal hann 6 2 15 10 
Excuse/justify 6 0 22 11 
Total 16 3 54 23 
Pro-Victim 
Breach of trust 3 14 5 17 
Leanne's rights 19 19 10 10 
Severe hann 5 18 2 4 
Unprovoked 7 7 0 0 
Total 34 58 17 31 
* Qualitative data were missing for one case. 
The results show more pro-offender judgements for husband rape (16) than 
employee rape (3) and a sintilar pattern for theft (husband 54, employee 23). There 
were more pro-victim judgements for employee rape (58) than husband rape (34) 
and again for theft (employee 31, husband 17). Overall, there were more pro-victim 
judgements than pro-offender judgements except for husband theft where a greater 
number of judgements were pro-offender (54) than pro-victim (17). 
Participants excused/justified husband rape (6) but not employee rape (0). 
Excuses and justifications were made for the husband theft (22) more <han employee 
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theft (11). Minimal harm done was mentioned in the husband rape condition (6) 
more than the employee rape condition (2). John's rights were mentioned for the 
husband theft condition (12) more than the husband rape condition (2). 
Breach of trust was mentioned by participants in the employee condition (rape 
14, theft 17) more than the husband condition (rape 3, theft 5). Leanne's rights were 
mentioned the same for both offenders in the rape condition (husband 19, employee 
19) and theft condition (husband 10, theft 10). Severe harm was mentioned more for 
the employee in the rape condition (husband 5, employee 18) and the theft condition 
(husband 2, employee 4). 
Although there were no gender differences found in sentence assigned for both 
rape and theft, gender differences were noted the qualitative data (see Appendix C). 
Males more than females made pro-offender judgements in the husband rape (male 
14, female 2) and husband theft conditions (male 34, female 20). Females more than 
males made pro-victim judgements for husband rape (female 24, male 10) and 
husband theft (female 13, male 4). However when the offender was an employee, 
males and females made a similar number of pro-offender judgements for rape (male 
2, female I) and theft (male 12, female 13), and a similar number of pro-victim 
judgements for rape (male 29, female 29). Yet, for theft males made less pro-victim 
judgements (I) than females (20). 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Discussion 
The present study examined the effects of breach of trust in a social 
relationship and breach of trust in an employer-employee relationship across two 
crimes (rape and theft). For both crimes the offender gained access to the house 
because he was either a husband (social relationship) or a lawnmower man 
(employer-employee relationship) and the offence occurred inside the victim's home. 
Victim risk was manipulated by the offender being either invited into the victim's 
home or not. The purpose of the study was to address the following questions. 
Would there be a difference in sentence for both rape and theft when: (a) the breach 
of trust was by an employee compared to breach of trust by a husband, (b) the victim 
invited the offender into her home compared to the offender entering the home 
uninvited, and (c) the participant was a female compared to a male? 
The results from this study found that sentences for both rape and theft were 
higher when the offender was an employee compared to a husband. However, there 
was no difference in sentences for both rape and theft when the offender was invited 
in or not, and there were no gender differences. 
The Victim-Offender Relationship and the Role of Trust 
This study found that sentence was higher when the breach of trust was 
comntitted by an employee than a husband, for both crimes (rape and theft). The 
results show that for both rape and theft, males and females assign harsher penalties 
to an employee than a husband. This finding is consistent with the literature on rape 
which has found that offences occurring within a social relationship are perceived as 
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less serious by both the general public and the legal system (Ashworth, 1992; Kanin, 
1984). 
The qualitative data suggest that participants in litis study saw employee rape 
and employee theft as a greater breach of trust than husband rape or husband theft. 
In the rape condition, three people mentioned breach of trust by a husband compared 
to 14 people who mentioned breach of trust by an employee. For theft, five people 
mentioned breach of trust by a husband compared to 17 people who mentioned 
breach of trust by an employee. Participants in the employee condition for both rape 
and theft who reported breach of trust, were more likely to mention that the offender 
was in a position of trust because of his role as the lawnmower man. It may be that 
people overlook the trust that is said to be inherent in all social relationships (Turiel, 
1983) and place more emphasis on formal relationships of trust which also carry 
legal force. This is in contrast to the claim by Trusted (1987) and Turiel (1983) that 
close relationships carry greater moral expectations than formal relationships 
(Trusted, 1987; Turiel, 1983). However, the lack of recognition of breach of trust in 
the husband condition suggests that the role of trust in a social relationship is 
difficult to operationally define and consequently, participants in this study may not 
have been aware of the trust issue for the husband-wife condition. However, 
participants were aware of the trust that is placed in people who come to your house 
to work. 
As the employee in this study was also a stranger, these results can be 
equated to previous research which has compared non-stranger offences to stranger 
offences. In support of previous research (Erez & Tontodonato, 1990; Jeffords, 
1984; LaFree, 1989; L'Armand & Pepitone, 1982; Simon, 1996) litis study has 
shown that for rape, offenders who are known to their victims are held less 
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responsible than when the offender is unknown to the victim. In addition, this stody 
found that when the clime is theft, again the offender who is known to the victim 
will receive a lighter punishment than a stranger as demonstrated by the results. 
One explanation for these results could be sex-role stereotypes where women 
are seen to be the 'property' of males (Brownmiller, 1975). It could be argued that a 
breach of trust occurring within a husband-wife relationship is not seen to be a moral 
ttansgression because the husband is perceived to have a right to take what may be 
considered to belong to him. However, the qualitative data suggests that participants 
saw the husband as having property rights but not sexual rights. That is, more people 
mentioned John's rights in the husband/theft condition (12) than in the 
husband/rape condition (2). For example, when the offender was the husband and 
the crime was theft, participants noted that John had probably paid for the jewellery 
in the first place, suggesting participants felt John had some right to take the 
jewellery back. However, in the husband rape condition, only two participants noted 
that they were still married. With an increase in awareness of women's rights in 
cases of domestic violence resulting from media campaigns and changes to existing 
legislation (Report of the Task Force on Domestic Violence to the Western 
Australian Government, 1986) it may be that a husband is no longer seen as having 
sexual rights to his wife, however, there is still a view that husbands have the right to 
material possessions. However, were the roles reversed, would a female be seen to 
have similar rights to her husband's property? 
Another explanation for a husband receiving a lighter penalty than an 
employee for both mpe and theft could be that people hold the view that when a 
husband rapes or steals from his wife, the breach of trust is not as serious as when an 
employee breaches his position of trust. This would also be in agreement with the 
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Criminal Code of Western Australia which recognises the breach of trust in 
employee relationships but not in social relationships. Previous literature has found 
that marital rape is perceived as less serious than stranger rape (Whatley, 1993) and 
the results from this study suggest that stealing from one's wife is also perceived as 
less serious than stealing from a stranger. 
Seriousness of the offence is often detenrtined by the level of harm done 
(Clarkson & Keating, 1986). Where people perceive less harm done in non-stranger 
rape than stranger rape (L'Armand & Pepitone, 1982; Whatley, 1993) this may also 
be true for theft. Panicipants in this study reported severe harm in the employee rape 
condition (18) more than in the husband rape condition (5), and for husband theft 
participants were more likely to mention minimal harm (15) than participants in the 
employee theft condition (I 0). However, the reasons why husband rape is not seen to 
be as harmful as stranger rape cannot logically be applied to theft. Presumably, it is 
the fact of 'knowing' the offender that makes the harm in rape seem less traumatic 
than if the offender had been a stranger. However, surely if a friend were to steal 
from you it would be worse than if a stranger stole from you. This is what Kahn and 
Turiel (1988) found in their study with children. Children judged a breach of trust by 
a close friend to be worse than a breach of trust by a casual friend. Therefore, it 
cannot logically be explained that 'knowing' the person who stole from you makes it 
less hannful. A more reasonable explanation would be that because participants saw 
the husband has having some ownership or right to the jewellery, they then 
concluded that it was less harmful for the victim. 
Alternatively, people may perceive the crime (rape or theft) to be serious 
regardless of who the offender is, but do not feel that a husband should be punished 
as severely as a stranger. According to Jeffords (1984) people may feel that 
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husbands should be punished less severely than what the current rape statutes would 
suggest. If so, then a change in legislation allowing for a lighter penalty for domestic 
type offences may result in more victims reporting these offences to the police, and a 
greater chance of conviction, or guilty plea if defendants felt that the punishment 
would not be too severe. However, the Task Force on Domestic Violence (1986) has 
suggested that: 
Where punishment is appropriate by reason of the 
nature of the acts, the domestic relationship should not 
be seen as mitigating. Indeed, more severe punishment 
may be called for in domestic violence cases, because 
the offence necessarily involves a breach of trust, an 
attack taking place in the very location -the victim1s 
home- where an individual should be able to feel most 
secure (p. 70). 
Although breach of trust was mentioned more for the employee than the 
husband, participants reported violation of victim rights equally when the offender 
was an employee and when the offender was a husband in both the rape (husband 
19, employee 19) and theft (husband 10, employee 10). These findings are 
inconsistent with the study by Monson, et al. (1996) who found that victim's rights 
violation was significantly higher for stranger rape than marital rape. However, 
comparison is difficult as it is not known where the offence occurred and under what 
circumstances it occurred in the study by Monson, et al. 
It could be argued that when an offence (rape or theft) occurs inside the victim's 
home the violation of her rights is paramount regardless of whether the offender is 
knowa to the victim or not. That is, everyone has the right to feel safe in their own 
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home (Kennedy, 1983). As females are more likely to identify with the victim 
(Dietz, Blackwell, Daley & Bentley, 1982) it is understandable that they would 
report violation of victim rights more than males. 
Influence of Victim risk 
The second question asked if sentence would be different for both rape and 
theft when the offender was invited into the house compared to entering uninvited. 
The results showed no difference in sentences given to an offender when he was 
invited into the home or not invited. Although LaFree (1989) reports that legal 
agents do not consider cases where the offender was invited into the victims home to 
be strong cases, the results of this study suggest that an invitation to enter the home 
makes no difference to the sentence assigned for the crime. It could be argued that 
although victims who put themselves at risk are attributed some degree of 
responsibility for their victimisation (Kanekar, Pinto, & Mazumdar, 1985; Shaver & 
Drown, 1986), it does not necessarily reduce punishment for the offender. 
As Shaver and Drown (1986) have stated, victim responsibility is different to 
victim blame and it may be that only when there is vicdm blame does punishment 
for the offender decrease. Few participants in this study mentioned victim blame. 
Where previous literature has focussed on the issue of victim blame by directing 
questions about the victim's causal role and how much blame should be attributed to 
the victim (L'Armand & Pepitone, 1982; Tetreault & Barnett, 1987), this study 
attempted to elicit what people take into consideration when making judgements 
without directing them to make specific judgements such as victim blame. It could 
be argued that when participants are not 'prompted' to apply victim blame they do 
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not. As Gerdes, Dammann and Heilig (1988) found in their study, participants who 
do not apply victim blame will think of something when prompted. 
Another explanation for the finding of no differences in sentence could be due 
to the strength of the manipulation. The vignette may not have put the victim at 
enough risk for participants to recognise the vulnerable position that the victim 
placed herself in. Inviting someone into your own horne, when there is reason to do 
so, may not be perceived as putting yourself at risk. However, the qualitative data 
indicates that when the offender (both husband and employee) is invited in the 
victim is seen to have less rights than when the offender is not invited in, suggesting 
that the victim gave up her rights when she invited the offender into her home. This 
is consistent with the view that adults should take responsibility for the 
consequences of their own actions (Kanin, 1984) but, as stated previously, victim 
responsibility may not necessarily reduce punishment for the offender. 
Gender of Participant 
The results from this study showed no statistically significant gender 
differences in sentence recommended for a rape or a theft. That is both males and 
females assigned sintilar sentences when the offender was a husband and an 
employee. Nonetheless, the pattern of mean scores for males and females 
consistently indicated that females were more punitive than males for both rape and 
theft. One explanation for no gender difference in sentence could be due to lack of 
power. According to Keppel (1991) when the effect size is small a larger sample is 
required to achieve reasonable power. With an effect size of .04 and power .45 for 
gender in the theft condition and effect size of .03 and power .35 in the rape 
condition it is concluded that the experiment may not be sufficiently sensitive to 
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detect differences if they do exist. fu addition, the large range in scores, particularly 
for the theft condition (see standard deviations in Table I) suggest that cell sizes 
need to be increased to detect any real effects. 
The rape literature suggests that generally females recommend harsher 
• 
punishment than males (Kanekar, Pinto, & Mazumdar, 1985; L'Annand and 
Pepitone, 1982). Kanekar, eta!. (1985) found that females assigned harsher 
sentences than males for both rape and robbery and attributed this finding to females 
identifying with the victim and males identifying with the offender. LaFree (1989) 
also reported that female prosecutors assigned to sexual assault cases found it 
difficult to disassociate themselves from the victim. 
Even though studies which have used sentence as the dependent variable have 
found inconsistent results, in his review of the literature on rape, Pollard (1992) 
concluded that generally females are more likely to be pro-victim, blaming the 
victim less and the perpetrator more. The qualitative data in this study partially 
supported this view. Females were more likely to make pro-victim judgements for 
both rape and theft than males. Males on the other hand were more likely to make 
pro-offender judgements than females. This finding may be explained by females 
identifying with the victim of both rape and theft while males identify with the 
offender when making judgements (Dietz, Blackwell, Daley, & Bentley, 1982; 
Gerdes, Dammann, & Heilig, 1988). 
hnplications of the Study 
One of the purposes of this study was to explore people's perception of breach 
of trust in social relationships and employer-employee relationships for two very 
different crimes (rape and theft). Where the law recommends an increase in sentence 
The Role of Trust 46 
for breach of trust occurring within an employer-employee relationship and a duty of 
care relationship, this study has proposed that breach of trust is also present in 
crimes occurring within social relationships and perhaps should be afforded the 
same recommendation. As the law under-values offences that occur within a 
domestic situation (Ashwonh, 1992) this may send a message to the community that 
this type of crime is less serious than stranger offences. If the law were to formally 
recognise breach of trust within social relationships as warranting a harsher sentence 
than what the 'normal' sentence would be, this may help in changing the public's 
attitude towards domestic type offences. Alternatively, if the law is meant to be 
representative of public sentiment (Lloyd-Bostock, 1991) then perhaps the law 
should reflect this by recommending lighter sentences for domestic type offences. 
Recommendations for Future Research and ConcJusion 
It is acknowledged that the manipulation of trust for the husband condition in 
this study may not have been strong enough to elicit a moral judgement about breach 
of trust. It appears that implicit trust between a husband and wife, a trust that has 
built up over the years, is difficult to demonstrate without actually stating the fact. 
Yet, trust that comes with formal or contractual type relationships is more easily 
recognised. With this lintitation in ntind, it may be necessary in future studies to 
raise people's awareness of the trust that is implicit in social relationships, 
particularly close relationships, to be able to compare breach of trust across the two 
types of relationships. 
I have suggested that when people make judgements of punishment for offences 
occurring within a social relationship there is a tendency to undervalue or overlook 
the issue of trust. Taking into account the lintitations of this study, future studies 
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could conduct similar research with four types of victim-offender relationships-
married, employer-employee, a friend, and a stranger. I would also suggest that the 
employee be known to the employer. If the employee also falls into the 'known 
offender' category then any differences in sentence between the husband, friend, and 
the employee (all of whom are known to the victim) should be due to the different 
levels of trust relationship. In addition, the idea that females identify with the victim 
and males identify with the offender could be because females are generally pro-
victim and males pro-offender, or it could be a function of gender identity. Future 
research could include a male victim and female offender to explore this idea. 
I have also argued that offences which occur in the victim's home are seen to be 
a greater violation of the victim's rights than offences which occur outside the home, 
regardless of whether the offender is known to the victim or not. However, this may 
only be true for female victims as people may perceive females as putting themselves 
at risk of hanm when out alone at night (at least for sexual offences). Future research 
could explore this idea to establish if it can also be applied to male victims. 
Where previous studies have examined the victim-offender relationship and 
focussed on the victim's causal role, this study has approached the topic from a 
different perspective, exploring the concept of trust. The role of trust in a social 
relationship (husband) has been compared to the role of trust in an employer-
employee relationship. When a female demonstrates trust by agreeing to let her 
husband, or a lawnmower man, enter her property, any hanm done to her can be seen 
as a breach of trust. This study found that breach of trust by a husband who rapes or 
steals from his wife was seen to be less serious than the breach of trust by an 
employee as demonstrated by sentence assigned for the crime. The qualitative data 
has suggested that trust is given less importance (or is overlooked) in social 
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relationships, but not when the trust is that of an employer-employee relationship. 
This is in line with the doctrine of the legal system which also recognises breach of 
trust in an employer-employee relationship but not in a social relationship. 
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APPENDIX A 
Covering LeDer 
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This study is being conducted as part of an Honours degree in Psychology at Edith 
Cowan University. The purpose of the study is to gain an understanding of 
community judgements of blame and responsibility for various criminal offences. 
Participants in this study will read a short description of a rape and then be required 
to answer a few questions about it. The report should take approximately five to ten 
minutes to complete. You will be provided with a sealable envelope that will be 
collected by the same person who delivered the form to you. Alternatively you may 
wish to return your form by mail to: 
Gail Della Torre 
C/- Edith Cowan University 
School of Psychology 
Joondalup Campus 
Joondalup Drive 
JOONDALUP W A 6027 
I would be most grateful for your help in participating in this study, however, your 
participation is voluntary. It is important that you do not to discuss the subject 
matter with anyone while you are completing the form. If you think you might be 
upset or offended by the subject matter please feel free to decline to participate. 
The information obmined from you will be treated in the strictest confidence, and 
will remain anonymous. There is no need to record your name or any infonnation 
that could identify you. All data will be combined and individual results will not be 
identifiable. The results from this study will be presented in a report that will be 
available at the University after October 31. 
Should you have any queries regarding this project, please feel free to contact me or 
my supervisor, Dr Adele Hills, at the School of Psychology, Edith Cowan University 
on 9400 5555. 
GAIL DELLA TORRE 
Honours Student in Psychology 
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APPENDIXB 
Vignettes 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of sexual penetration under Section 
325 of the Western Australian Criminal Code. He had been separated from his wife 
Leanne for approximately 6 months. The separation was a mutual decision based on 
them both wanting to follow different career paths. There is no history of abuse. 
John's only prior involvement with the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was committed John phoned his wife to make 
arrangements for him to collect the lawnmower. It was agreed that he would pick up 
the mower the following day. Leanne also agreed to leaw the side gate open so that 
he could collect the mower from the garden shed. At approximately 2.30pm on 
January 29, 1997 John went to the house. When he arrived he went through the side 
gate as arranged and retrieved the lawnmower from the garden shed. After putting 
the mower on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the 
house and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a 
particularly hot day and Leanne told him to wait outside and she would bring it out 
to him. Instead John opened the back door and went inside. Leanne was in the 
kitchen getting the drink. He walked up behind her, brushing up against her as he 
leant against the kitchen bench. She was startled and a little annoyed, pointing out to 
him that she had asked him to wait outside. He responded by laughing and telling 
her that he had just come in to get his drink. She became angry and asked him to 
leave. He laughed again, telling her to relnx. He reach out to put his arm around her 
and she pushed him away. There was a struggle and John ended up pushing her 
down onto the floor and forcing her to have sexurl intercourse. Leanne sustained no 
physical injuries other than bruising. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? CPtellSe tick appropriare bo:~;J Female ~tt;f;J 
What is your age? ____ years 
I 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of sexual penetration under Section 
· 325 of the Western Australian Criminal Code. John's only prior involvement with 
the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was committed Leanne phoned up a lawmnowing 
company to make arrangements to have her lawns mowed. Arrangements were made 
for John to mow the lawns the following day. Leanne would leave the side gate open 
so that he could get out the back. At approximately 2.30pm on January 29, 1997 
John went to the house. After finishing the front lawn he then went through the side 
gate as arranged to the backyard and mowed the back lawn. After putting the mower 
back on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the house 
and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a particularly 
hot day and Leanne told him to wait outside and she would bring it out to him. 
Instead John opened the back door and went inside. Leanne was in the kitchen 
getting the drink. He walked up behind her, brushing up against her as he leant 
against the kitchen bench. She was startled and a little annoyed, pointing out to him 
that she had asked him to wait outside. He responded by laughing and telling her 
that he had just come in to get his drink. She became angry and asked him to leave. 
He laughed again, telling her to relax. He reach out to put his arm around her and 
she pushed him away. There was a struggle and John ended up pushing her down 
onto the floor and forcing her to have sexual intercourse. Leanne sustained no 
physical injuries other than bruising. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? (Please tick appropriate box) Female l!'il\J Male~ 
What is your age? ____ years 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of theft under Section 378 of the 
Western Australian Criminal Code. He had been separated from his wife Leanne for 
approximately 6 months. The separation was a mutual decision based on them both 
wanting to follow different career paths. There is no history of abuse. John's only 
prior involvement with the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was committed John phoned his wife to make 
arrangements for him to collect the lawnmower. It was agreed that he would pick up 
the mower the following day. Leanne also agreed to leave the side gate open so that 
he could collect the mower from the garden shed. At approximately 2.30pm on 
January 29, 1997 John went to the house. When he arrived he went through the side 
gate as arranged and retrieved the lawnmower from the garden shed. After putting 
the mower on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the 
house and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a 
particularly hot day and Leanne told him to wait outside and she would bring it out 
to him. Instead John opened the back door and went inside. Leanne was in the 
kitchen getting the drink. He walked on through to the lounge room. Earlier that 
morning Leanne had been outside in the garden and she had left her diamond ring 
and gold bracelet on the coffee table. John saw them as he entered the lounge. He 
quietly slipped them into his pocket and walked back into the kitchen. Leanne was 
annoyed at finding John inside the house when she had asked him to stay outside. 
She told him to leave. Shortly afterwards she noticed the missing jewellery and 
called the pclice. A few days later the stolen jewellery was recovered by the police 
from a second-hand trader. The owner of the shop identified John as the person who 
had sold him the jewellery for $2,000. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex'? {Please tick appropriate box) Female~ Male~ 
What is your age? ____ years 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of theft under Section 378 of the 
Western Australian Crintinal Code. John's only prior involvement with the law has 
been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was comntitted Leanne phoned up a lawmnowing 
company to nmke arrangements to have her lawns mowed. Arrangements were made 
for John to mow the lawns the following day. Leanne would leave the side gate open 
so that he could get out the back. At approximately 2.30pm on January 29, 1997 
John went to the house. After finishing the front lawns he then went through the side 
gate as arranged to the backyard and mowed the back lawn. After putting the mower 
back on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the house 
and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a particularly 
hot day and Leanne told him to wait outside and she would bring it out to him. 
Instead John opened the back door and went inside. Leanne was in the kitchen 
getting him a drink. He walked on through to the lounge room. Earlier that morning 
Leanne had been outside in the garden and she had left her diamond ring and gold 
bracelet on the coffee table. John saw them as he entered the lounge. He quietly 
slipped them into his pocket and walked back into the kitchen. Leanne was armoyed 
at finding John inside the house when she had asked him to stay outside. She told 
him to leave. Shortly afterwards she noticed the ntissing jewellery and called the 
police. A few days later the stolen jewellery was recovered by the police from a 
second-hand trader. The owner of the shop identified John as the person who had 
sold him the jewellery for $2,000. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of Imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? (Please tick appropr:late box) Male~ 
What is your age? ___ years 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of sexual penetration under Section 
325 of the Western Australian Crintinal Code. He had been separated from his wife 
Leanne for approximately 6 months. The separation was a mutual decision based on 
them both wanting to follow different career paths. There is no history of abuse. 
John's only prior involvement with the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was comntitted John phoned his wife to make 
arrangements for him to collect the lawnmower. It was agreed that he would pick up 
the mower the following day. Leanne also agreed to leave the side gate open so that 
he could collect the mower from the garden shed. At approximately 2.30pm on 
January 29, 1997 John went to the house. When he arrived he went through the side 
gate as arranged and retrieved the lawnmower from the garden shed. After putting 
the mower on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the 
house and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a 
particularly hot day and Leanne invited him inside. She was in the kitchen getting 
the drink. He walked up behind her, brushing up against her as he leant against the 
kitchen bench. She was startled and a little annoyed that he was being so fantiliar 
with her. She told him to move away from her. He responded by laughing and telling 
her that he had just come in to get his drink. She became angry and asked him to 
leave. H_e laughed again, telling her to relax. He reach out to put his arm around her 
and she pushed him away. There was a struggle and John ended up pushing her 
down onto the floor and forcing her to have sexual intercourse. Leanne sustained no 
physical injuries other than bruising. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? (Piew;e tick approprillle box) Female [l!:!;J 
What is your age? ____ years 
,. 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of sexual penetration under Section 
325 of the Western Australian Crintinal Code. John's only prior involvement with 
the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was comntitted Leanne phoned up a lawnmowing 
company to make arrangements to have her lawns mowed. Arrangements were made 
for John to mow the lawns the following day. Leanne would leave the side gate open 
so that he could get out the back. At approximately 2.30pm on January 29, 1997 
John went to the house. After finishing the front lawn he then went through the side 
gate as arranged to the backyard and mowed the back lawn. After putting the mower 
back on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the house 
and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a particularly 
hot day and Leanne invited him inside. She was in the kitchen getting the drink. He 
walked up behind her, brushing up against her as he leant against the kitchen bench. 
She was startled and a little annoyed that he was being so fantiliar with her. She told 
him to move away from her. He responded by laughing and telling her that he had 
just come in to get his drink. She became angry and asked him to leave. He laughed 
again, telling her to relax. He reach out to put his arm around her and she pushed 
him away. There was a struggle and John ended up pushing her down onto the floor 
and forcing her to have sexual intercourse. Leanne sustained no physical injuries 
other than bruising. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex'? (Please tick appropriate boxl Female~ Malefiltij 
What is your age? ___ years 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of theft under Section 378 of the 
Western Australian Criminal Code. He had been separated from his wife Leanne for 
approximately 6 months. The separation was a mutual decision based on them both 
wanting to follow different career paths. There is no history of abuse. John's only 
prior involvement with the law has been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was committed John phoned his wife to make 
arrangements for him to collect the lawnmower. It was agreed that he would pick up 
the mower the following day. Leanne also agreed to leave the side gate open so that 
he could collect the mower ftom the garden shed. At approximately 2.30pm on 
January 29, 1997 John went to the house. When he arrived he went through the side 
gate as arranged and retrieved the lawnmower from the garden shed. After putting 
the mower on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the 
house and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a 
particularly hot day and Leanne invited him inside. She was in the kitchen getting 
the drink. John went into the lounge room. Earlier that morning Leanne had been 
outside in the garden and she had left her diamond ring and gold bracelet on the 
coffee table. John saw them as he entered the lounge. He quietly slipped them into 
his pocket and walked back into the kitchen. She gave him his drink and he left 
straight away. Shortly afterwards she noticed the missing jewellery and called the 
police. A few days later the stolen jewellery was recovered by the police from a 
second-hand trader. The owner of the shop identified John as the person who had 
sold him the jewellery for $2,000. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What tbings did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? (Please tick appropriulc box) Female[] Male ®!J 
What is your age? ____ years 
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Please read the following description, and answer the questions that follow. 
John Bradford is a 39 year old male convicted of theft under Section 378 of the 
Western Australian Criminal Code. John's only prior involvement with the law has 
been traffic offences. 
The day before the offence was committed Leanne phoned up a lawnmowing 
company to make arrangements to have her lawns mowed. Arrangements were made 
for John to mow the lawns the following day. Leanne would leave the side gate open 
so that he could get out the back. At approximately 2.30pm on January 29, 1997 
John went to the house. After finishing the front lawns he then went through the side 
gate as arranged to the backyard and mowed the back lawn. After putting the mower 
back on the trailer he again went through the side gate to the back door of the house 
and called out to Leanne asking if he could have a cold drink. It was a patticularly 
hot day and Leanne invited him inside. She was in the kitchen getting the drink. 
John went into the lounge room. Earlier that morning Leanne had been outside in the 
garden and she had left her diamond ring and gold bracelet on the coffee table. John 
saw them as he entered the lounge. He quietly slipped them into his pocket and 
walked back into the kitchen. She gave him his drink and he left straight away. 
Shortly afterwards she noticed the missing jewellery and called the police. A few 
days later the stolen jewellery was recovered by the police from a second-hand 
trader. The owner of the shop identified John as the person who had sold him the 
jewellery for $2,000. 
Now, please answer the following questions: 
What length of imprisonment would you give the offender in the case you have 
just read? 
_____ years and/or _____ months 
What things did you take into account in making your decision? 
What is your sex? (Please tide: appropriate bo:l:l Male~ 
What is your age? ___ years 
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APPENDIXC 
Qualitative Data 
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Pro-Victim.Judgements 
RAPE 
Husband 
Invited Not invited 
Male Female Male Female 
ill= II) ill= 10) ill= 10) ill= 10) 
Breach of trust 0 I 0 2 
Leanne's rights 2 4 4 9 
Severe harm I 2 2 0 
Unprovoked 0 3 I 3 
Total 3 IO 7 14 
Qualitative data were missing for one case 
THEFT 
Breach of trust 
Leanne's rights 
Severe harm 
Total 
Husband 
Invited 
Male 
ill= 11) 
I 
I 
0 
2 
Female 
ill= II) 
3 
0 
4 
Not invited 
Male Female 
ill= II) ill= II) 
0 
2 6 
0 2 
2 9 
Stranger 
Invited Not invited 
Male Female Male Female 
ill= 12) ill= 10) ill= II) ill= 9*) 
4 3 5 2 
4 5 6 4 
2 6 4 6 
3 2 I I 
13 16 16 13 
Stranger 
Invited Not invited 
Male Female Male Female 
ill= 10) ill= !0) ill= II) ill= 10) 
3 7 4 3 
0 I 3 6 
0 I I 2 
3 9 8 II 
• 
The Role of Trust 66 
Pro-Offender Jude:ements 
RAPE 
Husband 
Invited 
Male 
ill= II) 
John's right/ownership 0 
Victim blame I 
Minimal hann 5 
Excuse/justify 4 
Total 10 
QuaJitative data missing for one case 
THEFT 
Female 
ill= 10) 
0 
0 
0 
I 
Not invited 
Male Female 
ill=IO) ill= 10) 
I I 
I 0 
I 0 
I 0 
4 I 
Husband 
John's right/ownership 
Victim blame 
Minimal harm 
Excuse/justify 
Total 
lnvited 
Male 
ill= II) 
3 
I 
4 
8 
16 
Female 
ill=ll) 
0 
3 
5 
9 
Not invited 
Male Female 
ill= II) ill= II) 
5 4 
2 
5 3 
6 3 
18 II 
Stranger 
Invited Not invited 
Male Female Male Female 
ill=l2) (n = 10) ill=ll) ill= 9*) 
0 0 0 0 
I 0 0 0 
0 0 I I 
0 0 0 0 
I 0 I I 
Stranger 
Invited 
Female 
ill= 10) 
Male 
ill-10) 
0 
0 
3 
2 
5 
0 
5 
3 
9 
Not invited 
Male Female 
ill= II) ill= 10) 
I 0 
0 0 
I I 
5 I 
7 2 
··--
The Role of Trust 67 
CODES FOR PARTICIPANT'S COMMENTS 
PRO-OFFENDER JUDGEMENTS PRO-VICTIM JUDGEMENTS 
CODE I =John's rights/ownership CODE 2 =Leanne's rights 
CODE 3 =Victim Blame CODE 4 =Severe hann 
CODE 5 =Minimal Hann CODE 6 =Unprovoked 
CODE 7 =Excuse/Justify CODE 8 =Breach of Trust 
Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HRN F !57 he would have felt "possession" of the 6m I 
Iawnmower gave him additional rights 
HRN M 103 I am not sure whether John was actually - I 
aware that he had committed a crime in 
rapin• his wife- probation 
HTI M 162 there may be unknown circumstances that 6m I 
led him to believe he had the right to take 
the ring ... does he have a right to half the 
worth? 
HTI M 30 he may have believed he had or may have 3-4m I 
contributed towards_purchase 
HTI M 34 John would claim ring his own if he bought 0 I 
them 
HTN F 6 The offender was known by the victim and 6m I 
was at one point in a relationship 
HTN F II the decision to separate was mutual I I 
HTN F 4 They were married 3m I 
HTN F 3 John may have bought these as gifts 2m I 
HTN M 17 John was related to the victim and had prior 0 I 
approval to be on Leanne's property 
HTN M 160 ownership of property is presumably under 2m I 
_guestion 
HTN M 15 did involve unauthorised access to what may 0 I 
have been his house 
HTN M 14 currently married by law -mutual 6m I 
_ possessions 
HTN M 12 he may have given her the jewellery in the I I 
first place 
ETN M 122 misunderstanding could have occurred 6m I 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HRI F 81 the fact that the victim is/was wife is 5 2 
irrelevant. that she invited him in is 
irrelevant. He needs to understand that it is 
not his right to have sex with her 
HRI F 83 The fact that she quite clearly displayed that 4 2 
she didn't like or approve of his actions 
HRI F 148 the fact that he did something that he was 10 2 
asked not to 
HRI F 82 The relationship of the couple 5 2 
HRI M 90 Ex or not, -total violation of another 10 2 
HRI M 85 It is irrelevant that they knew eachother. 5 2 
Deprivation of liberty 
HRN F !57 he had no right to undertake the act 6m 2 
HRN F 99 he was asked to wait outside 15 2 
HRN F 98 made it clear she did not want him inside 15 2 
HRN F 97 they were separated 5 2 
HRN F 96 that he believed he had a right 5 2 
HRN F 95 his attitude to go inside after his wife asked 5 2 
him to stay_ outside 
HRN F 94 no regard of his wife's request to wait 6m 2 
outside 
HRN F 93 was not invited into the house 15 2 
HRN F 158 John had no right to force himself on Leanne 2 2 
HRN M 109 The couple were separated and neither had 5 2 
the riaht to seek sex from the other 
HRN M 108 Did he agree above were the "facts" - 5 2 
difficulty_is proof 
HRN M 105 no respect to Leanne -ignored her requests 6 2 
HRN M 101 entered when asked to wait outside I 2 
HTI F 25 he did intentionally steal the items of which 6m 2 
there was no ouestion of ownershio 
HTI M 19 offender knew his victim and obviously 9m 2 
premeditated his actions -stole from his 
wife as if they were still his 
HTN F 11 he had been asked to wait outside 2 
HTN F 10 entered the house without invitation -little 0 2 
re2ard for her wishes 
HTN F I Went in when he wasn't supposed to and I 2 
took jewellery which is hers not his 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HTN F 8 John did not respect his wife's wishes and 3m 2 
entered uninvited 
HTN F 9 he does not have any guilt feelings stealing I 2 
from his wife ... probably thinks it is half his 
anyway 
HTN F 3 abusive of privacy and wishes of Leanne 2m 2 
HTN M 12 contrary to her clear expressed wishes, John I 2 
entered the house 
HTN M 13 unapproved en try 0 2 
ERI F 40 total disregard to her requests 5 2 
ERI F 44 Leanne made it clear she did not like his 2 2 
actions .. She was innocent, saw no danger 
in inviting him in. 
ERI F 45 Clear instructions by Leanne to John 5 2 
ERI F 39 He wouldn't leave when she told him to. II 2 
ERI F 149 no one has the right 20 2 
ERI M 53 ... took place in the victim's home. Twice 10 2 
asked John to desist with his advances. 
ER! M 52 she asked him to move away, she asked him 25 2 
to leave she pushed him away, there was a 
strugple 
ER! M 47 She had made it clear that his advances 5 2 
weren't welcome 
ERI M 161 spontaneous actions 65 2 
ERN F 63 entered uninvited 10 2 
ERN F 61 he was told to wait outside and did not 20 2 
ERN F 58 forced himself inside after being told to stay 10 2 
outside 
ERN F 59 entered without consent 10 2 
ERN M 73 no right to enter uninvited 10 2 
ERN M 74 no regard of Leanne's rights - 2 
ERN M 69 ignored her requests 15 2 
ERN M 68 specific instructions which he chose to 15 2 
ignore 
ERN M 66 trespassing 4 2 
ERN M 165 A vile disgusting act- violated her against 10 2 
her will 
ETI F 134 this person needs to be punished for 2 2 
thinking he can just steal someone's personal 
belongings that means a lot to them 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
ETN F !12 entered the house without permission 2 2 
ETN F 114 was asked to stay outside 2 2 
ETN F !15 uninvited - invading someone else's privacy 5 2 
ETN F !50 he was asked to remain outside 6m 2 
ETN F 118 asked to wait outside which he ignored 3 2 
ETN F 117 trespassing 1.5 2 
ETN M 120 entered the house without pennission 6m 2 
ETN M 123 she did not invite him in -no right to invade 5 2 
her home 
ETN M 124 he was requested to stay outside 1.5 2 
HRI M 89 offender was invited into the house 6m 3 
HRN M !06 Leanne did not actually say NO 0 3 
HTI F 24 if the good weren't left out, he never would lm 3 
have taken them 
HTI M 21 No breaking and entering of property 4m 3 
HTN F 2 Possibly annoyed and hurt that he was asked 0 3 
to wait outside 
HTN M 147 she was partly to blame -should have told 6m 3 
him to hire a mower 
HTN M 14 Leanne was quite rude to John 6m 3 
ERI M 54 perl!aps Leanne should have exercised 10 3 
caution and not invited John inside 
ETI F 155 he was invited into the house- it wasn't 3m 3 
break and enter 
HRI F 148 The fact of physical injuries. I would 10 4 
classify_ bruising as a physical injury 
HRI F 78 major psychological problems in the future 4.5 4 
HRI M 85 stress and mental trauma would be 5 4 
shmificant 
HRN M 105 he robbed her of her dignity and would have 6 4 
humiliated her -leaving her with emotional 
scars 
HRN M 152 mental injuries would have been more severe 12.5 4 
than physical 
HTN F 3 Value of the items, abusive of property 2m 4 
HTN F 10 Didn't care about the distress he would cause I 4 
her. 
ERI F 43 a person was violated and may never be the 12.5 4 
same again 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
ERI F 42 a lifetime sentence for the woman 15 4 
ERI F 41 scarred Leanne for life 8 4 
ERI F 45 physical injuries are not the only major 5 4 
outcome of rape 
ERI F 37 No excuse for this shocking crime 15 4 
ERI F 39 he assaulted her mentally and physically II 4 
ERI M 50 psychological after effects 10 4 
ERI M 51 although no grievous bodily hann- rape is a 8 4 
serious offence - a moderate sentence 
ERN F 65 he has destroyed her life 25 4 
ERN F 63 psychological effect would be profound 10 4 
ERN F 62 mental scaring and damage of Leanne's 12.5 4 
future physical relationships 
ERN F 60 he has ruined her mental wellbeing 8 4 
ERN F 56 mental injuries are for life 20 4 
ERN F 59 although she sustained no physical injuries 10 4 
what about emotional 
ERN M !59 A violent crime ... of an intrusive nature 4 4 
ERN M 165 Physically assaulted her and raped her. A 10 4 
vile and disgusting act. 
ERN M 72 emotional stress suffered by Leanrie 10 4 
ERN M 69 violent nature of the act- physical and 15 4 
mental 
ETI F 129 stolen goods were highly personal 2.5 4 
E1N F 114 opportunity 2 4 
ETN F 115 of great sentimental value 5 4 
E1N M 120 Stole items of a personal nature 6m 4 
HRI M 84 no physical injuries 1.5 5 
HRI M 92 no riiysical injuries- may not have been as 3 5 
>ignificant as a rape by a stranger 
-HRI M 91 not as serious as a brutal rape 5 5 
HRI M 89 on suffered minor injuries- no weapon used 6m 5 
HRI M 86 no physical injury 2 5 
HRN M 106 Although she suffered bruising - she may 0 5 
have liked it that way 
HTI F 163 not premeditated 6m 5 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HTI F 22 No violence involved 6m 5 
HTI F 27 The value of the goods stolen -goods 0 5 
recovered 
HTI M 35 Value. Non violent crime 9m 5 
HTI M 36 No violence 3 5 
HTI M 21 Cost of the stolen goods 4m 5 
HTI M 167 only stolen jewellery 1.5 5 
HTN F 6 Seriousness of crime (minor crime) not a 6m 5 
large amount stolen 
HTN F 4 Did not physically harm anyone 3m 5 
HTN M 160 Offence is against property, not person 2m 5 
themselves 
HTN M 15 Non-violent 0 5 
HTN M 14 theft was only valued at $2,000 6m 5 
HTN M 146 Non-violent 0 5 
HTN F 5 Didn't cause any physical harm to anyone 0 5 
HTN M 18 No violence used to obtain valuables 2m 5 
ERN F 60 did not cause her serious injury 8 5 
ERN M 70 lack of violence 5 5 
ETI F 156 The value of the goods. No damage or 5 5 
assault caused 
ETI F 155 There was no physical injury to Leanne 3m 5 
ETI F 131 No violence involved I 5 
ETI F 132 relatively small amount concerned 0 5 
ETI F 133 Value of goods, however stealing is an 2 5 
offence 
ETI M 139 no physical harm 6m 5 
ETI M 140 petty theft 0 5 
ETI M 136 Jewellery recovered 2 5 
ETN F 113 did not hann anyone or use violence 6m 5 
ETN M 127 No violence involved 6m 5 
HRI F 77 she didn't lead him on 7 6 
HRI F 78 just because she was his wife does not give 45 6 
him such liberties 
HRI F 83 clearly displayed she didn't like or approve 4 6 
of his actions 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HRN F 97 She asked him to wait outside. She struggled 5 6 
with him. 
HRN F 98 She made it clear she didn't want him in the 15 6 
house. He forced her to have sex when she 
obviously didn't want to. 
HRN F 99 He was asked to wait outside. Forced her to 15 6 
have sex against her will 
HRN M 108 Did he agree above were the "facts" - 5 6 
difficulty is proof 
ER! F 42 unprovoked 15 6 
ER! F 38 No provocation from the victim. She didn't 3 6 
lead him on. 
ER! M 48 she did not encourage him 10 6 
ER! M 47 She had made it clear that his advances 5 6 
weren't welcome. not__m-ovoked 
ER! M 154 no provocation 10 6 
ERN F 57 no encouragement, circumstances of rape 6 6 
ERN M 66 No female provocative action occurred 4 6 
beforehand 
HR! F 80 The sentence was lighter than perhaps if the 3 7 
couple had not been previously married or 
involved 
HRl M 84 difficulties involved in separation 1.5 7 
HR! M 89 they were STILL married 6m 7 
HR! M 87 not premeditated 2m 7 
HR! M 86 couple were husband and wife and had 2 7 
enjoyed previous sexual relations 
HRN M 102 spur of the moment thing 7.5 7 
HTI F 163 stressful time 6m 7 
HTI F 20 emotional state of thief lm 7 
HTI F 24 crime of convenience lm 7 
HTI F 27 not planned - spur of the moment 0 7 
HTI F 28 emotional strain- not premeditated 2 7 
HTI M 30 opportunity 3.5m 7 
HTI M 29 not premeditated 0 7 
HTI M 33 family must be taken into account -I tended 6m 7 
to be more lenient 
HTI M 34 a way of getting back at Leanne 0 7 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HTI M 35 not premeditated 9m 7 
HTI M 36 John may have been stretched financially- 3 7 
settlement? not_]lremeditated 
HTI M 162 was not planned 6m 7 
HTI M 169 he is a husband and respcnsible for his Im 7 
family .. could be expected that they can 
return back to their life after a short length 
of imprisonment 
HTN F 10 Spur of the moment act- not premeditated 0 7 
HTN F 2 Acted on impulse 0 7 
HTN F 3 Went in uninvited - abuse of privacy and 2m 7 
wishes of Leanne 
HTN M 17 Spur of the moment thing. John was related 0 7 
to the victim and had prior approval to be on 
Leanne's property 
HTN M 160 not premeditated 2m 7 
HTN M 16 spontaneous nature of the act John was on 6m 7 
the property (outside at least) with the 
permission of the occupant 
HTN M 12 he may have been in the habit of entering I 7 
the house 
HTN M 15 motivation is emotional 0 7 
HTN M 18 I would not jail him effectively in order not 2m 7 
to disrupt his private and professional career 
ETI F 156 intent, value of good, damage or assault 5 7 
caused 
ETI F 131 not premeditated I 7 
ETI F 132 not premeditated 0 7 
ETI M 137 opportunistic crime 2-3m 7 
ETI M 143 temptation just took over 4m 7 
ETN F Ill not premeditated 6m 7 
ETN M 126 opportunist 6m 7 
ETN M 125 not likely that John went into the house to 3m 7 
steal 
ETN M 121 not premeditated 1.5 7 
ETN M 145 trespassing (misdemeanour) - did not break 6m 7 
and enter technicallv 
ETN M 144 on the spot decision to take the jewellery 0 7 
HR! F 77 betrayal of trust 7 8 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
HRN F 100 raped his former wife- betrayed the trust of 5 8 
his wife by entering uninvited 
HRN F 158 past relationship did not act as a sufficient 2 8 
deterrent to do what he did 
HTI F 20 betrayal of Leanne's trust- abuse of privilege 1m 8 
HTI F 26 To think that he had the gall to steal from 9m 8 
his wife that he was married to 
HTI F 23 Leanne trusted him enough to enter her 1.5 8 
property ... it was a complete breach of trust 
HTI M 29 there was a betrayal of trust but the stolen 0 8 
items were recovered 
HTN F I Against thieves and people who are not I 8 
trustworthy 
ERI F 44 Premeditate crime by having an excuse. He 2 8 
had been booked through a company giving 
her a sense of security 
ER! F 38 taking advantage of her generosity 3 8 
ERI F 37 he shouldn't have taken advantage of 15 8 
someone's generous nature 
ERI M 46 took advantage of Leanne's hospitality 7 8 
ERI M 48 took advantage of a women on her own 10 8 
ERI M 49 an act of kindness repaid like this is 5 8 
atrocious 
ERI M 53 breached his position of trust 10 8 
ERN F 60 he has ruined her ... and trust 8 8 
ERN F 65 she will never trust anyone again 25 8 
ERN M 67 Should feel safe if own home, the fact that 8 8 
he did it while working 
ERN M 69 complete breach of trust 15 8 
ERN M 73 a unique position of trust -this was abused 10 8 
ERN M 159 breach of trust and possibly trespass 4 8 
ERN M 165 invaded her home using the business contact 10 8 
to gain entry 
ETI F 155 he was employed by Leanne - she should 3m 8 
have been able to rely on a certain amount of 
trust 
ETI F 135 Leanne placed trust in him and he abused 2 8 
this trust by invading her home 
ETl F 133 he was in a position of trust and abused that 2 8 
ETJ F 131 asked in as an act of kindness 1 8 
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Grp Sex No Quote Sentence Code 
Yr/m 
ETI F 130 took advantage of a trust situation shown by 5 8 
in vi tinS! him into the house 
ET! F 129 took advantage while employed in 2.5 8 
someone's home -breaking an 
understanding of trust 
ET! F !28 put the company he worked for in a 3m 8 
vulnerable position 
ETI M 142 took advantage of the kindness and 2 8 
consideration shown 
ETI M !36 breach of trust 2 8 
ETI M !37 violation of trust 2-3m 8 
ETN F 118 contact through a company should provide a 3 8 
safety net 
ETN F Ill betrayal of trust 6m 8 
ETN F !50 providing a service - shouldn't betray 6m 8 
people's trust 
ETN M !23 Leanne trusted John by leaving the gate 5 8 
open 
ETN M 122 employer/employee relationship 6m 8 
ETN M 120 took advantage 6m 8 
ETN M 125 breach of trust as service provider 3m 8 
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APPENDIXD 
SPSS Output 
General Linear Model - Sentences for Theft 
Warnings 
1 t ne su_ocommE!~? IS empry, 
so a saturated design will be 
I oenerated. 
Between-subjects Factors 
yarue 
Label 
~ 1 Female Male 
RELATION 0 Employe 
e 
1 Husband 
RISK 0 Not 
Invited 
1 Invited 
Descriptive Statistics 
GENDER RELATION RISK Mean 
u"' '""v" rema e omp1oyee ~~~., 1.55000 
Invited 1.77080 
Total 1.66040 
Husband ~ot 
.42427 Invited 
Invited .45418 
Total .43923 
IOial ~ot 
.96033 invited 
Invited 1.08114 
Total 1.02074 
Male t:mp1oyee ~~~~ted .97727 
Invited .61660 
Total .80552 
Husband ~ot 
.34855 Invited 
lnvl!ed .54164 
Total .44509 
IOial ~ot 
.66291 Invited 
Invited .57733 
Total .62112 
1ota1 t:mpoyee :~ot Invited 1.25000 
Invited 1.19370 
Total 1.22254 
f. Husoand Not 
Invited .38641 
Invited .49791 
Total .44216 
Totat :'lot 
.80816 Invited 
Invited .82924 
Total .81858 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 
I SEN I ENCE I :.255 II df1 7 I df2 7/ l Sig . 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
. 001 
Std. 
Deviation N 
1.55813 10 
1.88004 10 
1.68437 20 
.40900 11 
.44481 11 
.41727 22 
1.22802 21 
1.46406 21 
1.33603 42 
1.42502 11 
.75409 10 
1.14250 21 
.49694 11 
.54925 11 
.52059 22 
1.09001 22 
.63890 21 
.88899 43 
1.48113 21 
1.51466 20 
1.47900 41 
.44582 22 
.48977 22 
.46626 44 
1.15534 43 
1.14443 42 
1.14315 as 
a. Design: Jntercept+GENDER+RELATION+RISK+GENDER • RELATION+GENDER * RISK+RELATION * 
RISK+GENOER • RELATION • RISK 
Tests of Between-subjects Effects 
D d epen ent Variable: SE ENCE NT 
Type Ill 
Sum of Mean Eta Noncent. Observed 
Source Squares df Square F Sig. Squared Parameter Power<' 
c:ors~~·•u Model 21.547" 7 3.078 2.687 .015 .196 18.806 .878 
Intercept 59.197 1 59.197 51.666 .000 .402 51.666 1.000 
GENDER 3.899 1 3.899 3.403 .069 .042 3.403 .445 
RELATION 13.117 1 13.117 11.449 .001 .129 11.449 .916 
RtSK 9.2E·03 1 9.2E-03 .008 .929 .000 .008 .051 
GENDER* 4.006 1 4.006 3.497 .065 .043 3.497 .455 RELATION 
GENDER • 
.232 1 .232 .202 .654 ,003 .202 .073 RISK 
RELATION 
.175 1 .175 .152 .697 .002 .152 .067 
*RISK 
GENDER • 
RELATION .735 1 .735 .641 .426 .008 .641 .124 
*RISK 
Error 88.223 77 1.146 
Total 166.726 85 
Corrected 109.770 84 Total 
-a. Computed us1ng alpha .05 
b. R Squared = .196 (Adjusted R Squared= .123) 
Estimated Marginal Means 
1 GENDER 
RELATION 
RISK 
Grand Mean 
Dependent 
Variable: SENTENCE 
I Mean I Std. ErrtJ 
.83541 .11 
Profile Plots 
GENDER* RISK* RELATION 
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General Linear Model - Sentences for Rape 
Warnings 
I' ne s~ocomm~~.o IS empty, 
so a saturated design will be I aenerated. 
Between~Subjects Factors 
Value 
Label 
; 1 'ema1e Male 
RELATION 0 Employe 
e 
1 Husband 
RISK 0 Not 
Invited 
1 Invited 
Descriptive Statistics 
GENDER RELATION RISK Mean 
�c:r� 1 t:.Nvt:. rema1e t:.mp1oyee NOt 13.15000 invited 
Invited 9.66670 
Total 11.40835 
Husband Not 6.80000 invited 
Invited 6.17500 
Total 6.48750 
Total Not 9.97500 invited 
Invited 7.92085 
Total 8.94793 
Male Employee Not 10.60000 invited 
Invited 9.68182 
Total 10.11905 
Husband Not 4.80000 invited 
Invited 3.46964 
Total 4.10314 
1ota1 Not 7.70000 invited 
Invited 6.57573 
Total 7.11110 
Total Employee Not 11.87500 invited 
Invited 9.67462 
Total 10.74798 
i Husband Not 
invited 5.80000 
Invited 4.75790 
Total 5.26624 
1otal Not 8.83750 invited 
Invited 7.21626 
Total 8.00711 
Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variances3 
I I F I df1 I df2 I Sig. I SEN I ENCE 2.00§ 1 . 74 . .065 _ 
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the 
dependent variable is equal across groups. 
Std. 
Deviation N 
6.25411 10 
5.99538 10 
6.22471 20 
5.93577 10 
2.80884 10 
4.53094 20 
6.76966 20 
4.89612 20 
5.92344 40 
6.43256 10 
5.46934 11 
5.81357 21 
3.80205 10 
2.75872 11 
3.28235 21 
5.94138 20 
5.28922 22 
5.56872 42 
6.31180 20 
5.57960 21 
5.97740 41 
4.95878 20 
3.04507 21 
4.07362 41 
6.39149 40 
5.08924 42 
5.78307 82 
a. Design: lntercept+GENDER+RELATION+RISK+GENDER * RELATION+GENDER * RISK+RELATION * 
RISK+GENDER *RELATION* RISK 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
D d t V . bl SENTENCE epen en ana e: 
I ype Ill 
Sum of Mean 
Source Squares df Square 
t;Orrectea 767.586b 7 109.655 Model 
Intercept 5295.402 1 5295.402 
GENDER 67.050 1 67.050 
RELATION 610.874 1 610.874 
RISK 51.687 1 51.687 
GENDER* 6.026 1 6.026 RELATION 
GENDER* 4.424 1 4.424 RISK 
RELATION 7.653 1 7.653 * RISK 
GENDER* 
RELATION 13.681 1 13.681 
* RISK 
Error 1941.374 74 26.235 
Total 7966.292 82 
Corrected 2708.960 81 Total 
a. Computed using alpha = .05 
b. R Squared= .283 (Adjusted R Squared= .216) 
Estimated Marginal Means 
i GENDER 
De endent Variable: SENTENCE 
GENDER Mean Std. Error 
ema e 
Male 
0 
Invited 
Invited 
7.13786 
RELATION 
5.31116 
RISK 
ean 
7.24829 
Grand Mean 
Dependent 
Variable: SENTENCE I Mean I Std. Error I . 8.04289 . .566 .
Profile Plots 
.791 
.801 
.810 
.791 
GENDER * RISK * RELATION 
F Sig. 
4.180 .001 
201.847 .000 
2.556 .114 
23.285 .000 
1.970 .165 
.230 .633 
.169 .683 
.292 .591 
.521 .472 
Eta Noncent. Observed 
Squared Parameter Powera 
.283 29.258 .982 
.732 201.847 1.000 
.033 2.556 .351 
.239 23.285 .997 
.026 1.970 .283 
.003 .230 .076 
.002 .169 .069 
.004 .292 .083 
.007 .521 .110 
' 
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